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CURRENT TOPICS, 


_ Tuere was aridiculous statement in Wednesday evening’s papers, 
founded, we believe, upon a telegram sent to the Royal Courts, 

that Mr. Baron Huppieston was in imminent danger. The learned 
judge came to town on Thursday, and, we are glad to learn, is fast 
advancing towards complete recovery. 





’ Tne report of the committee appointed by the Lord Chancellor 
to inquire into the subject of the existing rules as to the distri- 
‘bution of business in the courts and chambers of the Chancery 
‘Division, and the distribution of the clerical staff,’ has at last been 
‘published. We have discussed the main recommendations of the 
committee in another column, and we need here only draw atten- 
tion to the fact that the committee has “felt constrained, some 
with reluctance, but now with an earnest conviction, to recom- 
‘mend that an additional judge be appointed to the Chancery 
‘Division, and that the same staff of clerks be attributed to each of 
‘the judges.” We have urged the adoption of this course for 
‘years, and there would seem to be now no excuse for delay in 
adopting it. Nevertheless, great is the Treasury, and it will 
‘probably prevail. . 





Taz Arms Acr (Ireland) Continuance Bill has not received the 
Royal assent before the Ist of June, on which day the Peace 
Preservation (Ireland) Act, 1881, which is the statutory title of 
the Arms Act, expired by virtue of the 8th section. It is not, 
perhaps, generally known that, by virtue of an Act passed in 
1808 ‘‘to remedy the inconvenience which has arisen and may 
arise from the expiration of Acts before the passing of Acts to 
continue the same” (48 Geo. 3, c. 106, Chit. Stat. vol. 1, tit. 
“Act of Parliament”’), the delay of a few days is of less conse- 
quence than it would otherwise have been. By this statute it is 
enacted that, ‘‘ where any Bill may have been or shall be intro- 
duced into the present or any future session of Parliament for the 
continuance of any Act which would expire in such session, and 
such Act shall have expired before the Bill for continuing the 
same shall have received the Royal assent, such continuing Act 
shall be deemed and taken to have effect from the date of the 
expiration of the Act intended to be continued . . . as if 
such continuing Act had actually passed before the expiration of 
such Act”; but, for the purpose of preventing an obvious injus- 
tice, it is added that ‘‘ nothing herein contained shall extend to 
affect any person with any punishment, penalty, or forfeiture by 
reason of anything done or omitted to be done by any such person 
contrary to the provisions of the Act continued between the 
expiration of the same and the date at which the Act continuing 
the same may have received the Royal assent.” Any proclama- 
tion, therefore, prohibiting the carrying of arms in the proclaimed 
district, or any alteration of any order or proclamation already 
made, if issued under the Act of 1881, between the Ist of June 
and the date of passing of the Continuance Bill, would have the 

same force as if the Continuance Bill had already passed. 





Tux communication of a correspondent last week, relating to the 
county court sign-board which he told us he had discovered 
“within eleven miles from Chancery-lane,” has excited a good 
deal of interest. We have great confidence in our correspondent’s 
accuracy, but we think, on consideration, that it is hardly 
desirable, by revealing the precise locality of the court outside 





which he said the sign-board was fixed up, to send off our readers 
on a pilgrimage in search of a thing of beauty, which, alas, like 
other earthly joys, is likely to be of a transitory nature. We have 
reason to believe that, in the opinion of the authorities, the time is 
hardly ripe for legal sign-boards, and before our readers could make 
the pilgrimage, the interesting object may have disappeared. More- 
over, apart from this, it is obvious that the form of sign-board given 
by our correspondent is of a very imperfect character. If the local 
fount of justice is to share with the local beer tap the distinction of 
a sign-board, there ought, at least, to be an attempt to preserve the 
well-established characteristics of these institutions. It is contrary 
to all precedent to give the names of the persons willing to assist 
customers to the article supplied and to omit any description of 
the article. Morecver, what is a hostelry without a distinctive 
name? The county court sign-board of the future should clearly 
be headed with some appropriate title, to be prescribed from time 
to time by the registrar. Such titles as “‘ The Black Bore ” should 
be avoided, as being capable of misconstruction, but there remains a 
large class of pleasant and attractive names. Then there should 
follow a terse description of the article supplied. Following well- 
established precedent, this description should take the form of 
“ Judge ’s Celebrated Sparkling [or Entire) Fount of 
Justice” —and then might follow the particulars given by our 
correspondent. , 





Tue AMENDMENTS to be proposed in committee on the Railway 
and Canal Traffic Bill have greatly increased in number since we 
last commented upon them, but the only additional amendment of 
substantial importance is that which stands in the name of Mr. 
Barctay, by which that member proposes to substitute a com- 
pletely new clause of his own for clause 24, relating to the revision 
of maximum rates. Mr. Barctay proposes to throw the chief 
labour of preparing a new classification upon the Railway Com- 
missioners, who are to prepare a ‘‘ complete classification applicable 
to all railways in the United Kingdom, or if the commissioners 
find that one uniform classification is, with due regard to the 
interests of the public and of the railway companies, impracticable, 
a separate classification of goods for each railway and group of 
railways.” We have little doubt that one uniform classification— 
that adopted in the Railway Clearing House—would be found 
practicable. The commissioners are also to prepare. a schedule of 
maximum rates for each class of goods “‘ varying with the distance 
or otherwise, as the commissioners may think expedient.” We 
do not think that, looking to the different cost of the different 
lines, one uniform set of maximum rates would be fair, and 
injustice does not appear to be sufficiently guarded against by the 
proposed direction that, “in preparing the schedules, the com- 
missioners shall settle the maximum rates as shall appear to them 
to be reasonable and just.” Some more specific rules would be 
needed for the guidance of the commissioners if the revision should 
be entrusted to them. The commissioners, it is added, before 
finally settling the classifications and schedules, are to give notice 
to the public and to the railway companies of their proposals, 
and are to consider any objections made. The conclusion of the 
whole matter appears to be that the commissioners are to ‘‘ report 
to Parliament,” and there is no provision imposing on the Board 
of Trade, or any other public department, any obligation to bring 
in a Bill based on the report of the commissioners. If strengthened 
by this and other amendments, Mr. Barctay’s scheme appears to 
be a fairly good one. 





Tux process of ‘differing totis viribus” (as Lord Cotermer 
expresses it) from the decisions of the Court of Appeal is not 
unknown on the High Court bench. It isa very natural, if not a 
particularly decorous or convenient, practice. There are practi- 
tioners who will recall a certain court in which the relations 
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between the bench and certain members of the inner bar somewhat 
resembled those between the bull and the ¢oreadors in a Spanish 
bullfight. But, in place of the small dart of the Spanish éoreador, 
the weapon employed by the learned tormentor was the use of some 
such formula as the following:—‘I come next to the case of 
Jones v. Jones, in which, as your Honour will no doubt remember, 
your Honour'’s decision was reversed by the Lords Justices.” This 
seldom failed to elicit a ‘‘differing dotis viribus” which, if a 
certain House of Lords reporter had been present, might have 
been enshrined in a headnote as follows :—‘‘ Semble, per mf 8 
—The Lords Justices are fools.” Happily, however, the reporters 
usually turned a deaf ear to the observations as to the merits of the 
Appeal Court ; the observations were terse, and did not materially 
delay the business of the court. Reporters and judges nowadays 
are less considerate. Lord Corermer, who we remember once 
estimated the value of the public time in the Common Pleas 
Division at ten shillings a minute, a few weeks ago occu- 
pied a large amount of the public time by the delivery of an 
elaborate attack on the Court of Appeal, whom he accused of 
having “‘unnecessarily, and therefore mischievously, interfered 
with the discretion of the judges”—an interference which, he 
stigmatized as “‘a partial impediment to the due administration of 
justice, and an addition to the difficulties and expenses of the 
suitor.” These observations were duly published in the Zimes for 
the edification of the public at large. The learned Lord Chief 
Justice has followed up this attack by the delivery, last 
week, of some observations on the amount of knowledge and 
experience possessed by judges of the Court of Appeal. 
Counsel having referred to the case of Solomon vy. Bitton (L. R. 8 
Q. B. D. 176), which was decided by the late Sir Gzorcz Jxsszx, 
M.R., and Brerr and Corroy, L.JJ., Lord Corxerrper, according to 
the Times, took occasion to remark that ‘‘ the case cited had been 
decided by three judges, of two of whom it might be said with all 
respect, that, though most acute and learned men, they knew no 
more of the practice at Wist Prius than men who had been called 
[to the bar] two days.” One cannot help recalling Lord Bacon’s 


Bacon’s advice on swearing in Mr. Justice Hurron :—“ Let your 


speech be with gravity, as one of the sages of the law, and not 
talkative, nor with impertinent flying out.” 





A NOVEL question of evidence in connection with the subject of 
dying declarations had to be considered not long ago by a full 
bench of judges of the High Court at Allahabad [in Empress v. 
Abdullah (1 L.R. 7 All. 385)}. On a trial for murder it appeared 
that the deceased woman had, at a time when she had lost the power 
of speech, but when, according to the medical testimony, she was 
still able to understand what was said to her, been questioned as to 
the injuries inflicted upon her and as to the perpetrator of them, 
and had made with her hand certain signs as to the nature of her 
wounds, and had nodded affirmatively when the prisoner’s name 
was mentioned. The question morte before the High Court was 
whether the signs made by the woman could be admitted against 
the prisoner as dying declarations, and great stress was laid upon 
the terms of section 32 of the Indian Evidence Act, which 
enumerates the different cases in which hearsay statements by 
deceased or absent persons are admissible. This section goes far 
beyond the English rule of evidence as to dying declarations by 
admitting, ‘‘ whether the person who made them was or was not, 
at the time when they were made, under expectation of death, 
and whatever may be the nature of the proceeding, state- 
ments, written or verbal, of relevant facts, made by a person who 
is dead, . . . as to the cause of his death, or as to any of the 
cireumstances of the transaction which resulted in his death.” 
The judges concurred in admitting the evidence, though upon 
different grounds. The Chief Justice (Sir W. Permenax) and two 
of his colleagues held that the questions put to the deceased and 
the signs made by her in answer thereto, amounted, when taken 
together, to “‘ verbal statements” as to the cause of death within 
section 32. He thought that “‘ verbal” wasa phrase of wider signi- 
fication than ‘‘oral,” and that it meant “by means of words,” 
and not solely by means of words “spoken by the mouth.” Mr. 
Justice Srraicut took the same view, declining to draw “ a purely 
technical distinction ” between assent expressed by saying “ yes,” 
and assent expressed by nodding the ol Mr. Justice Maumoop 
held the signs to be inadmissible under sectivn 32, because he 





could not interpret the term “verbal” as meaning anything but 
‘by means of a word or words”; but he admitted them under 
section 8 of the same statute, which states that “the conduct of 
any person, an offence against whom is the subject of any proceed. 
ing, is relevant if such conduct influences, or is influenced by, any 
fact in issue or relevant fact, and whether it was previous or sub- 
sequent thereto.” The signs made by the deceased, against whom 
the offence was charged, appeared to be clearly a part of her 
“‘conduct,” and to have been influenced by the homicidal act, 
which was the ‘fact in issue.” From all which it may be 
gathered that legal subtlety is not the exclusive prerogative of the 
English bench. 





WE Reporte last week a decision of the Court of Appeal ona 
point in the law of distress which it is very odd should not 
previously have been directly determined. The facts were that 
the defendants let a dry dock to Girzerr at acertain rent. GuitpeRr 
contracted with France to build him a ship, to be paid for by 
instalments as the ship advanced towards completion. After some 
of the instalments had been paid, but before the ship was finished, 
the defendants distrained upon the ship for rent in arrear due by 
Gusert. The action was brought by the executors of France for 
an illegal distress, and it was contended that the ship was exempt 
from distress within the rule laid down in Simpson v. Hartopp 
(Willes, 512), that “things delivered to a person exercising a 
trade to be wrought or manufactured in the way of his trade” 
are exempt from distress. We should have thought that there 
could Le no doubt upon the point, either upon authority or principle. 
The result of the cases relating to exemption from distress on 
this ground was stated by Atperson, B., in Muspratt v. Gregey 
(3 M. & W. 678), as being that “‘ where, in order that the ir 
may be exercised, it becomes necessary that goods [of the customer] 
should be delivered into the custody of the person carrying it on, 
the law, in consideration of the benefit which the commonwealth 
derives from the carrying on of the trade, protects from distress 
the goods so delivered.”” The reason for the rule is plain: no one 
would send his goods to a trader to be wrought or have labour 
bestowed on them if they were liable to distress by the trader’s 
landlord. But the application of this reason is confined to goods 
actually delivered to a trader to have labour or skill bestowed on 
them ; and it is obvious that if the exemption were extended to 
goods ordered to be made or procured by a trader for a customer, 
there would be an end to distress on the goods of traders. 








A judge’s first charge is thus reported by the American Medical and 
Surgical Reporter: He said, ‘‘ Gentlemen of the jury, charging a jury isa 
new business to me, as this is my first case. You have heard all the 
evidence as well as myself ; ~— have also heard what the learned counsel 
have said. If you believe what the counsel for the plaintiff has told you 
your verdict will be for the plaintiff; but if, on the other hand, you 
believe what the defendant’s counsel have told you, then you will give a 
verdict for the defendant. But if you are like me, and don’t believe 
what either of them has said, then I don’t know what you will do. 
Constable, take charge of the jury.” 


On the 27th ult., in the House of Lords, the Lord Chancellor moved 
that Standing Order 128, which provides that no interest out of capital 
should be on calls under Railway Bills, be vacated, and that a new 
Standing Order recommended by the Select Committee be adopted in lieu 
thereof. He stated that the new Standing Order followed substantially 
the Standing Order adopted by the House of Commons two years ago. 
It contained stringent provisions with + to the interest to be 
allowed, the time ee which it was to be allowed, when it was to 
begin, and the conditions of subscription of capital under which a loan 
was to be allowed. It was made perfectly clear that the notice of a com- 
pany having power so to pay interest must be given in every prospectus, 
advertisement, or other document of the company inviting subscriptions 
for shares, and in every certificate of shares. . 


At the Warwick Assizes, after the trial of a charge for feloniously 
demolishing a dwelling-house had proceeded some little time, Mr. 
Justice Mathew said it must necessarily last more than the day, and 
gave directions for accommodation to be provided for the jury for 
the night, telling them that, under the present absurd state of the 
law, he could not allow them to separate, the case being one of felony. 
Thereupon, counsel for the defence said that he intended, at the end of 
the case for the prosecution, to submit that the charge of felony could 
not be maintained. Mr. Justice Mathew accepted this view, ana rv) 
that the ch must be reduced to the misdemeanour of riotously doing 
damage to premises. The trial accordingly nv for mis- 
demeanour only and the jury were allowed to separate. 
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THE REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
CHANCERY BUSINESS. 


Rumour did not exaggerate in stating that the committee appointed 
by the Lord Chancellor to inquire into the subject of the existing 
rules as to the distribution of business in the courts and chambers 
of the Chancery Division, and the distribution of the clerical staff, 
had not come to a unanimous conclusion. All the ten members of 
the committee, it is true, signed the report, but five of them give 
reasons why they dissent from it in various particulars. The 
report is supplemented by these notes of dissent and by a series 
of forty-one resolutions. Most of these resolutions which 
were capable of being carried out by means of rules, have 
been adopted, and are embodied in the Rules of the Supreme 
Court of December, 1885, and are already in operation. As 
to the report itself, it would have been desirable that an abso- 
lutely unanimous conclusion should have been arrived at, and much 
of the force of the recommendations is taken away by the fact that 
the only two judges of the Chancery Division who were on the 
committee, Mr. Justice Kay and Mr. Justice Pearson, disagree 
with material portions of them. Unfortunately, too, the report is 
weakened to some extent by the following words, which are to 
be found in the opening passage: —‘‘ The conclusions to which we 
have come are based partly upon the evidence produced before us, 
and more on the knowledge of facts possessed by many of the 
committee.” The meaning of this is, no doubt, that the conclu- 
sions do not always follow the evidence. 

The first point dealt with is the mode by which actions and 
matters are distributed by ballot among the several judges of the 
division, and this, the committee recommend, should be altered. 
It appears by the evidence of a gentleman in the Central Office, 
who gives some rather amusing details of efforts made by solicitors’ 
clerks to get their writs or summonses marked for the judge of 
their choice, that, instead of there being one ballot-box for the 
whole of the Central Office, there are, in fact, six ballot-boxes, 
and, therefore, as many chances or risks of inequality of distribu- 
tion. Moreover, when a solicitor brings his writ and a certificate 
according to the form 19, appendix A 1, of the Rules of the 
Supreme Court, 1883, that the case is connected with another 
before a particular judge, and ought to be marked for him, the 
judge in question gets that case, in addition to such as are marked 
for him in the order of his rotation. The plan adopted by the 
registrars in balloting for conveyancing council, examiners of the 
court, and official referees is that, when any case is marked, as it 
sometimes is, for a particular individual, his name is removed 
from the ballot for a whole drawing for each time this occurs, 
with the result that, when the whole of the names are drawn, 
there comes a time, soorer or later, when each one has precisely 
the same number of cases sent to him. This plan, if adopted at 
the Central Office, together with the use of one ballot-box 
instead of six, would greatly help to equalize the work of the 
several judges; but nothing can, it is apprehended, be done to 
effectually distribute the heavy cases and the light cases so as to 
bring about absolute equality. The committee do not recommend 
this plan, though they advise an alteration, having come to the 
conclusion that the present mode of distribution, adopted with the 
object of insuring equality, has failed in that object, and has pro- 
duced inconvenience and mischief. 

The most important recommendation made by the committee is 
that an additional judge should be appointed, and that the then 
six judges of the Chancery Division should have a staff of clerks 
attributed to each. They would distribute the existing twelve 
chief clerks among the six judges. The subject of the distribution of 
the court business between the six judges has been the great difficulty 
with which the committee have had to contend. They think that 
the nature of the litigation proper to the Chancery Division makes 
it advisable that the carrying out of a decree, or of causes involving 
the continuous management of property, should be continued 
before the same judge; and they do not advocate any method of 
distribution which would prevent causes from being assigned to 
a judge. All the members of the committee are not impresacd 
with the importance of this, though the strong opinion of many of 
their number, and of all the witnesses they have examined, is in 
its favour, and also in favour of the advantage to suitors of the 
leading counse] attaching themselves to particular ports, Qn the 





subject of the appointment of another judge of the Chancery 
Division, and on this alone, the opinions are unanimous; where 
they split is on the question of the division of the work. 

The desire that witness actions should be heard continuously 
is exhibited in the scheme of the committee as well as in the 
alternative scheme of Mr. Justice Pearson. The former would 
commence by a new mode of assigning the causes and matters— 
namely, by the action of a responsible officer instead of by ballot. 
Such an officer would, say the committee, have the means of 
learning, and would be instructed to learn, the nature, as to length 
and otherwise, of causes and matters, and to distribute them 
accordingly. Anyone knowing what such an officer could learn at 
the time of the issue of a writ or of an originating summons, 
would not sdmit that his acquisition of knowledge would enable 
him even to make a good guess, in the majority of cases, how long 
they would take to hear and decide. The committee’s scheme 
proposes to link the new judge and the five existing judges 
together in pairs, with, it would appear, a staff of chief clerks to 
each judge or to each pair, and that the new judge shall sit in 
chambers two days in a week, and that four other of the judges 
shall each sit in chambers one day in the week for the whole day. 
Then, every day in the week, there are to be three judges hearing 
witness actions for the whole of the week, while the other three 
take the other business. 

Mr. Justice Pearson naturally points out the inconvenience to 
suitors if each judge has a motion day or petition day only once a 
fortnight. His proposal for utilizing the services of the sixth 
judge is that only five of the judges shall sit in court at one time, 
and that each judge in rotation shall sit continuously for a month 
in chambers. 

If a suggestion might be respectfully offered as an alternative 
scheme, which would afford some of the advantages of both the 
rival schemes, it would be as follows :—Let three or more courts 
be told off for the continuous hearing of, witness actions, and let 
the judges arrange for themselves a rota of such an elastic fashion 
that the judge of each court should be changed, or, alternatively, 
that the list of the day should go to another judge after a certain 
number of cases had been disposed of, or after a certain time had 
been occupied ; it being always understood that a judge who began 
a case would hear it out from day to day until its completion. If the 
scheme of which the above is but a rough sketch were adopted, 
then the proposal of the committee, that all business in the action 
subsequent to judgment should go before the chief clerks attached 
to the jadge delivering the judgment, could be usefully brought into 
operation. Again, no case reed ever stand over for three days by 
reason of the intervention of interlocutory business, which would 
be taken in the courts or before the judges not for the time being 
employed in hearing witness actions; the fruitful cause of expense 
by the detention of witnesses would be reduced to a minimum, 
and we venture to think that, with one list of witness causes 
instead of one for each judge, the business would be disposed of 
more rapidly by the means above indicated than by any other we 
have heard mentioned. 

On the subject of officers of the court, there appears to be a 
strong desire on the part of some members of the committee to 
have all the business now disposed of by the registrars and taxing 
masters handed over to the chief clerks, This would be only to 
call registrars and taxing masters by another name. The business 
they now transact must be done by someone, and the chief clerks 
are already fully occupied, and, indeed, often over-pressed with 
their present work. Moreover, although the committee, as a body, 
seem bent upon this change, Mr. Justice Pearson, for one, sets his 
face against it, and the witnesses who speak upon the subject say 
it would be inconvenient. The only other point calling for special 
mention here is the objection of the committee to the system of 
appointments before the chief clerks, and their recommendation 
that all summonses should be divided among the chief clerks, and 
should be placed in lists like the daily cause lists, and should 
be disposed of in their order, quite regardless of whether they are 
heavy or light. Any member of the profession can form an opinion 
on this suggestion, and it may, without hesitation, be pronounced 
an utterly unworkable one. To mix up the heavy appointments 
with the light would frequently cause the breakdown of the list. 
Solicitors would become tired of waiting, and, having other appoint- 
ments, would be compelled to leave matters to be dealt with by 
a junior clerk, whose incompetence would often necessitate ay 
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adjournment on the particular case coming on, and so the present 
evil would be aggravated. 

It would serve no useful purpose to refer here seriatim to the 
details of the forty-one resolutions adopted by the committee. 
Those of them which have been embodied in the Rules of Decem- 
ber, 1885, have not commended themselves without exception to 
the members of the profession, and the remainder are, in substance, 
embodied in the recommendations of the report. 





= 


COVENANTS FOR PAYMENT AND THE 
BILLS OF SALE ACT, 1882. 


Ir will never, we venture to predict, be seriously said of the Bills 
of Sale Act, 1882, as Lord Nottingham said of the Statute of 
Frauds, that every line of it is worth a subsidy ; it may, however, 
at some future day, be as true to affirm of the former, as it has 
long been of the latter Act, that every line of it has cost a 
subsidy, for hardly a week passes without our courts being called 
upon to solve some new riddle arising out of this latest instalment 
of bills of sale legislation. Of these riddles, the most striking 
feature is that they promise to be no less prolific of further inde- 
pendent litigation than they are themselves remarkable for startling 
novelty, as may be gathered from Davies vy. Rees (ante, p. 483), 
which came before the Court of Appeal on the 14th inst., and 
with the doctrine in which we propose to deal in the present 
article. 

In that case the question raised was whether section 9 of the 
Bills of Sale Act, 1882, in avoiding a bill of sale for non-com- 
pliance with the schedule form, avvids the instrument, not merely 
in respect of the chattels thereby granted, but also in respect of 
the covenants for payment of principal and interest therein con- 
tained. The facts were as follows:—A bill of sale to secure a 
loan and interest at the rate of fifty-eight per cent. was given, 
with the usual covenants for payment of the same, and was subse- 
quently assigned by the grantee, of which assignment the grantor 
had due notice. The grantor having fallen in arrear with his 
payments, the assignee entered and sold the chattels comprised in 
the bill of sale for an amount insufficient to satisfy the principal 
of the loan. Thereupon an action was brought by the grantor 
for damages and an injunction against the assignee, to which the 
latter set up a counter-claim on the covenant in the bill of sale 
and for money lent. It being admitted that the bill of sale was 
void under section 9 of the Act of 1882, it was held by the Court 
of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) that the 
covenant for payment in the bill of sale was also void. In dis- 
missing the appeal, Lord Esher, M.R., said that ‘‘a bill of sale 
which was not in the form given in the schedule was bad, and 
that the whole of it was void. That form contained a covenant for 
payment of the money, and that covenant could only be regarded 
as part of the bill of sale. Where the Legislature had desired to 
limit the effect of the provisions of the Act to bills of sale, in so 
far as they were assurances of chattels only, it had done so; but 
in the sections which enact that all bills of sale shall be in the 
form given in the schedule or be void, there was no such limita- 
tion. Therefore, the whole of this bill of sale must be held void.” 
In concurring, Bowen, L.J., added that ‘‘no doubt the mere fact 
that a void bill of sale was written on the same piece of paper with 
other matters or contracts did not avoid everything else that had 
been written thereon. The argument that the covenant in this 
cise was independent of the assignment of chattels, and that the 
latter only was to be considered as void, was negatived by the 
different expressions used in the Act which the Master of the Rolls 
had referred to, though he had some doubt at first whether, in so 
loosely drawn an Act, that conclusion was unavoidable.” 

From these judgments it will be seen that a distinction is recog- 
nized by the Court of Appeal between such provisions of the Act 
as merely refer to the chattels comprised in a bill of sale and such 
provisions as deal with the form of a bill of sale—in fact, non- 
compliance with provisions of the former description, which may be 
styled limited provisions, ayvids a bill of sale in part; non-com- 
pliance with provisions of the latter description, which may be 
styled general provisions, avoids a bill of sale in toto. Under the 
class of limited provisions fall sections 4, 5, and 8; under the class 
of general provisions fall sections 9 and 12. Sections 4 and 








5 declare that a bill of sale shall be void, except as against 
the grantor, in respect, respectively, of any personal chattels not 
specifically described in a schedule thereto, or of any personal 
chattels, although so described, of which the grantor was not the 
true owner at the time of the execution of the bill of sale; section 
8 declares that a bill of sale shall be void in respect of the per. 
sonal chattels comprised therein unless (1) it be duly attested ; (2) 
be registered under the Act of 1878 within seven clear days after its 
execution, or, if executed out of England, within seven clear days 
after it would, in the ordinary course of post, arrive in England 
if posted immediately after its execution ; and (3) truly set forth 
the consideration for which it was given. Section 8, it will be 
observed, avoids a bill of sale against all the world, whilst sections 
4 and 5 avoid a bill of sale against all the world except the 
grantor; apart from this distinction, the common effect of al! these 
limited provisions is to avoid a bill of sale in so far only as the 
personal chattels therein contained are concerned ; covenants for 
payment of the sum secured, or other stipulations not affecting the 
goods in question, are in no way touched (Roberts v. Roberts, 
32 W. R. 605, L. R. 138 Q. B. D. 794; Crosser and another vy. 
Maxwell ; Consolidated, §-c., Corporation, Claimants, W. N. (1885), 
95. 

To pass next to what we have above designated as general pro- 
visions of the Act, section 9 is in the following terms :—“ A bill 
of sale made or given by way of security for the payment of money 
by the grantor thereof shall be void unless made in accordance with 
the form in the schedule to this Act annexed ’’; and section 12 is as 
follows :—‘‘ Every bill of sale made or given in consideration of 
any sum under £30 shall be void.” In both these sections the 
avoidance of a bill of sale is equally without reservation; the 
question, and the only question upon the operation of that avoid- 
ance, is—In how comprehensive a sense is the term bill of sale to be 
understood? Now Davies v. Rees, as we have already seen, 
expressly decides that section 9 extends to the covenant for 
payment in a bill of sale; that covenant is an integral part of the 
schedule form, and, therefore, goes with the form; and so, we 
apprehend, will also go every other covenant or stipulation which 
falls within the language or scope of the schedule form. Suppose, 
however, some provision altogether outside the schedule form— 
some provision, it may be, which per se vitiates a bill of sale—can 
such a provision be upheld if the bill of sale is invalid? In 
answer to this query a distinction must, we conceive, be taken 
between a provision which, if not an actual part, is yet but an 
accessory of the subject of a hill of sale, and a provision which 
deals with a substantive matter altogether outside such subject. 
A provision of the former character must, according to the maxim, 
Omne accessorium cedit principali, stand or fall with the bill of 
sale to which it is annexed; thus, a covenant by the grantor to 
transfer to the grantee certain goods not comprised in the bill of 
sale, in the event of non-payment of the money thereby secured on 
a given day, cannot, we submit, be enforced if the bill of sale be 
declared void. A provision of the latter character, on the other 
hand, is, in fact, a separate and independent transaction, and can- 
not, therefore, be affected by the invalidity of a bill of sale with 
which it is only physically connected by the same paper 
or parchment; thus, the title of a mortgagee to realty 
mortgaged along with personalty by the same deed cannot, 
we suggest, as a rule, be impugned by avoidance of the personalty 
mortgage, under the Bills of Sale Act, 1882. We say asa rule, 
because cases can be put where real property may be regarded as 
merely ancillary to personal property comprised in the same mort- 
gage, and in such cases it would, perhaps, be hazardous to assert 
that the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, could not affect the whole sub- 
ject of mortgage ; thus, on a mortgage of a workshop and trade 
machinery attached thereto, as defined by section 5 of the Bills 
of Sale Act, 1878, it might be a question whether avoidance of 
the mortgage, under the Act of 1882, as to the machinery, would 
not also be avoidance of the mortgage as to the workshop. 

Waiving this point, the difficulty of a mortgage of realty and 
personalty containing but a single covenant for payment of prin- 
cipal and interest presents itself. Does the doctrine in Davies v. 
Rees apply to avoid such covenant absolutely, in case the mortgage 
of persoualty is avoided by section 9 of the Act of 1882? or can 
the covenant be, as it were, split in two, and attributed, in one 
aspect, as part of the realty mortgage, and, therefore, good as to 
that; and, in the other aspect, as part of the personalty mortgage, 
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and, therefore, only bad as to that? The answer, we think, is 
plain where either different principal sums are secured, or where, 
though the same principal is secured, different rates of interest are 
secured, on the different properties; in both these cases avoidance 
of the personalty mortgage could not, in our view, prejudice the 
covenant for payment of principal and interest, so far as the realty 
mortgage was concerned. Where, however, one principal sum, at 
the same rate of interest, is secured by a mortgage of realty and 
personalty, and there is but one common covenant for payment 
thereof, it appears to us that avoidance of the sparse mortgage 
under the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, may possibly avoid the common 
covenant altogether. This, it must be confessed, is an apex jurts 
upon which we would fain, for the present, pronounce no definite 
opinion. Meantime we exhort the practitioner to be on 
the safe side, and to avoid complex mortgages of realty and per- 
sonalty in the same instrument, or, if it is necessary to employ 
such mortgages, to repeat the covenants for payment and keep the 
provisions relating to the several subjects mortgaged as distinct as 


possible. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


INDORSEMENT OF PLEADINGS BY LONDON AGENT. 
(Re Scholes, Pearson, J., 34 W. R. 515.) 


The doctrine of Wray v. Kemp (32 W. R. 334, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 169), 
that a London solicitor acting as agent in issuing a writ of summons 
must state that he issues it as agent, was applied in this case toa 
London firm of solicitors, who, acting as agents for a country firm, 
presented a petition for taxation of costs indorsed with their own 
name only, and not describing them as agents for the country firm. 
It wae stated by counsel that the parties knew that the London 
firm were acting as agents for the country firm, and that, therefore, 
it did not matter whether the London firm indorsed the petition as 
agents or not; but Mr. Justice Pearson considered himself bound by 
the decision in Wray v. Kemp, which he described as being that ‘“‘a 
London firm, when acting as agents, ought not to use their own name 
as if acting as solicitors for clients.” He, therefore, discharged the 
poo — on the petition for taxation, but declined to give costs on 
either side. 





= 





REVIEWS. 


LEADING CASES IN EQUITY. 


A SELEcTION oF LEADING CasEs In Equity. With Notes. By 
FREDERICK THOMAS WHITE and OwEN DAviEes Tupor, Bar- 
risters-at-Law. SrxTH Epirion. W. Maxwell & Son. 


There are few law books which have passed through so many 
editions as this and have retained the characteristics which origin- 
ally gained them popularity. The additions rendered necessary by 
recent legislation and decisions are, in general, as tersely and accu- 
rately expressed as the original notes; and they are so carefully 
woven into the text that; the book reads much more like a first 
edition than a sixth. If, however, the work, asit stands, is compared 
with the original edition, it will be seen how extensive have been 
the additions in successive editions and how great has been the 
advance towards completeness. Take, for instance, the notes to 
Hulme v. Tenant; in the first edition they occupied about twelve 
pages, and were divided into two or three heads. In the present 
edition the notes occupy no fewer than eighty pages, are divided into 
he aig heads, and constitute an excellent treatise on separate 
estate. 

It would be difficult to speak too highly of the care with which, 
within certain limits, the recent authorities have been collected, their 
effect briefly described and the bones picked out of the judgments. 
We may, perhaps, however, be allowed to suggest that all the cases 
of service to the student and practitioner are not to be found in the 
Law Reports, and, as is almost unavoidable in a work of this size, 
we have observed here and there an omission even in cita- 
tion from the Law Reports. Thus, at p. 979 of vol. 2, where 
it is stated that an executor ought not, without express 
authority, to carry on the trade of the testator, except for the 
purpose of winding up the concern—a reference should be given to 
Re Chancellor, Chancellor v. Brown (1 R. 26 Oh. D. 42, noticed on 
another point at p. yal Tn that case it was held by the Court of 
Appeal that where a testator, who is, at the time of his death, . 
business, devises and bequeaths all bis real and 


de 
estate to trustese ‘upon the ordinary trust for sale end cor 





and empowers the trustees to postpone the sale and conversion, the 
trustees have an implied power to carry on the testator’s business for 
a reasonable time for the purpose of sale asa going concern. Lean 
v, Lean (23 W. R. 484) might also be usefully cited in this connec- 
tion. e important decision of the House of Lords in Robinson v. 
Murdoch (30 W. R. 162, L. BR. 6 App. Cas. 855), with reference to 
the retention by trustees of the stouk of an imited bank, should 
be referred to at p. 982 of the same volume. And it might have 
been well to point out that the harsh decision in Sculthorpe v. 
gt re R. 13 Eq. 232).was explained by Lord Justice gallay 
i orrington as turning on the direction by the testator that his 
property should be sold ‘‘immediutely after his death, or as soon 
thereafter as the trustees might think fit.” There is an accidental 
dislocation of a sentence at p. 545 of vol..1, caused by the insertion 
of a statement of the effect of Re Whittaker (L. R. 21 Ch. D. 657), 
and two of the references to the WEEKLY REPORTER, at p. 551 of the 
sock of chuipaliltvely "Seltiny, Uarmghl; thy veteanas in Gomer 
mens of comparatively trifli i ; the volumes, in 

are exceptionally well edited. = 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


BALLOT BOXES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 

Sir,—I should be much obliged if you would kindly help me in 
solving the question, To whom do the ballot-boxes, after a Parlia- 
mentary election, belong? It seems there are three classes of persons 
who lay claim to them— 

‘1. The candidates ; 
2. The sheriff ; 
3. The under-sheriff ; 

The candidates, because they have been charged with them ; 

The sheriff, because he paid for them ; 

The under-sheriff, by custom, as his perquisite. 

June 2, SAGITTARIUS. 

[There seems to be no great doubt as to the ownership, but we will 
make inquiries as to the alleged custom.—Eb. S.J. ] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


LOUGHBOROUGH HIGHWAY BOARD v. CURZON—C. A. No. 1, 
28th May. 


Higoway—Sommary Procegspincs ror Non-REPAIR—ADMISSION BY Way- 
WARDEN. 


In this case the question arose whether the Jond fide admission of a 
waywarden of a parish, that a certain road is a highway which the parish 
is bound to repair, is binding on a highway board against which pro- 
ceedings have been taken before justices, under 25 & 26 Vict. c. 61, for 
the non-repair of such road. Huddleston, B., and Wills, J., had held (34 
W. R. 349) that such admission was binding on the highway board, and that 
they were notentitled, after such an admission, to deny the fact and so tooust 
the jurisdiction of the justices. The Court of Appeal (Lord Herscusgi1, 
C., Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) now affirmed that decision. Lord 
Herscuz11, C., said that, —- it might be a matter for the 8- 
lature to consider whether it might not be advisable to make it impossible 
for a waywarden to admit the liability of his Be to repair, the 18th 
section of the Act of 1862 had not been repealed in terms or by ~~~ 
tion. Lord Esuzr, M.R., concurred, and pointed out that, by such - 
sion by the waywarden, the parish which he represented was rendered 
liable to contribute, and that, under such circumstances, it was not prob- 
able that the waywarden, who was a person elected to perform a public 
duty, and who could get no benefit out of the matter, would fail to per- 
form his duty. Fry, L.J., concurred.—Counsrgu, Jelf, Q.C., and Sitlis ; 
Shiress Will, Q.0. Soxrcrrors, Field, Roseoe, § Co., for Deane ¢ Hands, 
Loughborough ; Crowders ¢ Vizard,for Dickinson ¢ Simpson. Leicester. 


WESTERN SUBURBAN AND NOTTING HILL PERMANENT 
BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY v. MARTIN—C. A. No. 1, 23th 
and 27th May. 


Burtpwwe Socrery — Disputz — Rererence To ARBITRATION — BurmipING 
Societies Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 2. 


The defendant, who was a shareholding member of the plaintiff society, 
on the 15th of February, 188], executed a mortgage to them to secure the 
suzn of £],125 advanced by them to him. The m -deed contained 
@ covenant for the repayment by the defendant of sum in monthly 
instalments. On January 97, 1886, the tiff society issued a writ 
against the defendant to recover the sum of £34 19s., which they alleged 
to be due to them from him for instalments in anoar under the covenant, 
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The defendant denied his liability, alleged that the instalments had 
already been paid, and took out a summons to stay the action and to 
refer the matter to arbitration. ‘The master made the order, and his 
decision was upheld by A. L. Smith, J., at chambers, and by the Divisional 
Court (Grove and Stephen, JJ.) on their construction of section 2 of 47 & 
48 Vict. c. 41. The Court (Lord Henrscueit, C., Lord Esxzr, M.R., 
and Fry, L.J.), in allowing the appeal, and reversing the decision of the 
Divisional Court, said that they would not pretend to construe the whole 
of the section, but would give the i and grammatical meaning to 
the third clause of the section, although that might make the rest of the 
section redundant or ambiguous. So construed the clause read, ‘‘ The 
word — in the Building Societies Acts or in the rules of any society 

er . . . shall not prevent any society . . . from obtain- 
ing, in the ordinary course of law, any remedy in respect of any a. 
deed, or any contract contained in any document other than the of 
the society, to which the society would otherwise be by law entitJed.’’ 
On that construction it was plain that the present dispute fell within the 
clause, and, therefore, the action ought not to be stayed.—CounsgL, Muir 
Mackenzie; Philbrick, Q.C., and Tindal Atkinson. oLictrors, Reuben C. 
Green ; F. P. Sutthery. 


Re HARGREAVES AND THOMPSON—C. A. No. 2, 28th May. 


Scummons unpgeR Vendor AND Pvrrcnaser Act, 1874—JurispicTion— 
on Dzposrr—Costs or InvesTiGATING TITLE. 


The question in this case was whether, on a summons under the Vendor 
Act, 1874, the court had jurisdiction, on deciding that a 
vendor had not shewn a good title to real estate which he had contracted 
to sell, and that the purchaser was entitled to rescind his contract, to 
order the vendor to pay interest on the deposit and the purchaser’s costs 
thrown away of investigating the title. In the present case Pearson, J., 
held that the vendor had shewn a good title to the property, and the 
Court of Appeal (Corrox, Lixpiey, and Lorzs, L.JJ.) reversed his 
decision, ond ordered the vendor to repay the deposit. They also held 
that there was jurisdiction to order the vendor to pay interest on the de- 
posit and the purchaser’s costs of investigating the title, and made an 
order to that effect. [It will be remembered that in Re Higgins and Hitch- 
man’s Contract (L. R. 21 Ch. D. 95), Hall, V.C., held, with some hesitation, 
that this jurisdiction existed, and that in Re Yielding and Westbrook (34 
W. R. 397, L. R. 31 Ch. D. 344, ante, p. 200), Pearson, J., followed that 
decision. ]—Covunset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Darley; Everitt, Q.C., and 
Oswald. Souscrrons, Flux ¢ Leadbitter ; Johnston, Harrison, § Powell. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Re BARBER, BURGESS v. VINNICOME—Chitty, J., 1 st June. 


Pracrice—Secvuiry ror Oosts—Summuns to Review TAxaTION—TAxepD 
Costs Payasiz to Soticrrors. 


In this case a motion was made by the plaintiff for an order to stay 
payment out of court of a sum of £113, by the taxing master’s certifi- 
cate found payable to the defendant's solicitors for taxed costs, until 
& summons taken out by the defendant to review taxation should be 
disposed of, or to stay payment of such a portion of the sum as would be 
sufficient to meet the plaintiff's costs of the summons. It appeared that 
the action was one by creditors for administration, and that the defendant 
was a lady of slender means, and that she was under no further liability 
to her solizitors for costs beyond the £113. The defendant objected to 
the taxing master’s disallowances. Cuitry, J., said that he was asked, in 
the interests of justice, to make a precedent by granting the order. 
Although there was ground for asking that the defendant should give 
security, yet he did not think that, on that account, he would be justified 
in preventing her solicitors from receiving the sums payable to them. The 
result of so doing would be equivalent to an order on them to pay into 
court, for they were entitled to take the sum out of court. He was not 
disposed to extend the practice as to requiring security for costs to cases 
like that before him. The motion was, therefore, dismisred, with costs.— 
Counssi, Farwell; F. H. Colt. Soxscrrons, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. ; 
Aldridge, Thorn, § Morris, for Harmer & Ruddock, Great Yarmouth, 


SCHOVE v. SCHMINCKE—Chitty, J., lst June. 


Corrnicut Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 42), s. 1—Puorocrarnx ALpum— 
Boox. 


This was 2 motion by a manufacturer of photographic albums for an 
interim injunction restraining the defendant from infringing the plaintiff's 
copyright in an album, called ‘‘ The Castle Album,’’ and from 

selling as the plaintiff's goods Castle Albums not of the plaintiff’s manu- 
facture. It appeared that the plaintiff claimed to be the inventor of 
albums called, or known in the trade as, ‘‘Castle’’ Albums, or “‘ The 
Castle” Albums. The plaintiff's albums were in the usual form of 
albums, but contained, inside, the title ‘‘ The Castle Album”’ and a printed 
list of the various castles, painted illustrations of which a red on the 
pages ofthe album. The albums complained of by the plaintiff as being 
90 vA the defendant were of similar appearance to those of the plaintiff's 
re, ani contained a similar printed title, with a list of the 

castles, but the painted illustrations were not copied from the plaintiff's 
album. Curry, J., said that the plaintiff's album was a book in form 
as It was not a book within the preamble of the Copyright Act, 1842, 
spoke of literary work, por was it within the ipterprotation of a 
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book contained in the 1st section of the Act. In substance the plaintiff's 
album was an ayy article - Se consistin, . 4 2 — collection 
of open spaces for the insertion o otographic portraits in pictures 
of pi ty bound up together in the form of a book. Even if the album 
were a book, there was no infringement of the copyright. All that the 
defendant had taken was the title ‘‘ Castle Album,’’ and it was clear that 
the mere taking of a title, consisting simply of two ordinary English 
words, would not be an infringement of copyright. His decision on 
this point was final. He was also of opinion, on the evidence for the 
purposes of the motion, that the plaintiff had not shewn that the term ° 
** Castle Album ”’ had come to be used in the market in u secondary sense 
to denote exclusively an album of the plaintiff’s manufacture or device, so 
as to fall within the principle of Currie v. Wotherspoon (L. R. 5 H. L. 0, 
508) (Glenfield Starch case). He, therefore, refused the motion ; costs to be 
costs in the action.—CovunsgL, Romer, Q.C., and J. Cutler ; Aston, Q.C,, 
and D. L. Alexander, Soxscrrors, McKenna § Co. ; H. Bentwitch, 


PAYNE v. TANNER—North, J., 31st May. 


Execuror—Lecacy—Apwsission or Asssrs—PAYMENT oF INTEREST TO 
‘ ANT FOR Lirz. 


The question in this case was whether an executor had, during his life. 
time, made a sufficient admission of the existence of residue of his 
testator’s estate so as to bind his own estate, after his death, to paya 
corresponding sum to the residuary legatees in remainder of the original 
testator. A testator, who died in 1841, by his will, gave his real and lease- 
hold hereditaments to J., his executor, on trust for sale, and out of the 
proceeds of sale to pay the testator’s debts and funeral and testamentary 
expenses and a legacy of £250 to his wife, and to invest the residue on 
Government or real security, and to pay the income thereof, during the 
life of the testator’s wife, to her and one of his daughters in manner 
therein mentioned, and after the death of the wife, in trust (in the events 
which happened) to pay the income to his daughter F. for her life, and after 
her death to divide the principal equally among the children of the testa- 
tor’s daughter S. (the wife of P.). And the testator bequeathed all his 
personal estate to his wife absolutely. S. died in 1848, leaving six chil- 
dren. The widow died in 1854. J. died in 1874. F. died in 1883. From 
the death of the widow until his own death J. paid to F. £28 a year, by 
quarterly payments of £7, and after the death of J. these payments were 
continued by the defendant, who was J.’s executor, until the death of F. 
After her death the children of S., of whom the plaintiff was one, claimed 
from the defendant an account of the residue of the proceeds of the sale 
of the real and leasehold estates of the original testator. The defendant 
then suggested that the ap which had been made to F. during her 
life had been made to her by way of bounty, and not under any legal 
liability, and that there had been no residue of the proceeds of sale. 
This action was brought by one of the children of S. against the executor 
of J., claiming a declaration that J.’s estate was liable to pay to the resid- 
uary legatees under the will of the original testator the amount of the 
residue of the proceeds of sale of his real and leasehold estates. The 
plaintiff produced a letter which was in the possession of F. at the time 
of her death, and which had been written to her by J. in January, 1863, 
in which J. said:—‘“‘In answer to your letter in reference to the trust 
moneys in which you have a life interest, and the family of the late Mr. 
P. the ultimate benefit, I beg to say that the money is placed out on 
different mortgage securities, with moneys of my own, realizing as much 
interest as possible. Had it not been for your sake, the money should have 
been placed in the Government stocks years ago. If you are not satisfied 
with this, I can only say that the money shall be invested in the fun'ls, 
but you will, of course, understand that your income will be much 
lessened thereby.’”? Some correspondence was also produced which took 
place between F. and the defendant after the death of J., in which the 
defendant, in reply to a claim made by F. for the payment of the £74 
quarter, had asked her to furnish him with an explanation of the circum- 
stances under which the payment had been made to her by J., and had 
afterwards expressed himself as satisfied with the explanation which she 
gave. After that explanation the defendant continued to make the quar- 
terly payments to F. The defendant produced a copy of the residuary 
account of the estate of the original testator, which appeared to have been 

assed by J. in the year 1868. This account stated that the real and 
feasehola estates of the testator were sold in the year 1856, and that they 
realized £3,080, and that the debts and funeral and testamentary expenses 
of the testator, together with the legacy of £250 to his widow, which had 
been paid, amounted to £3,343. No personal estate was mentioned in the 
account. On the footing of this account it appeared that the officer of 
the Inland Revenue had assessed the duty on the residue of the pro- 
ceeds of sale at nil. Nontu, J., held that the letter of January, 1863, 
amounted to a sufficient admission by J. that he had then a fund in hand 
arising from the proceeds of sale which was available to produce an 
income for F’. during her life and to satisfy the persons who were entitled 
after her death, and that thatfund had been set apart by him for the pur- 
pose of making those payments. The payment of £7 a quarter was made 
regularly to I’. down to the time of her death, and after J.’s own admission 
there was quite sufficient to bind him‘and his estate, unless what he had done 
could be explained in some way, as by shewing that he had made a mistake 
and that no assets of the testator in fact existed. A clear explanation wa% 
required, and his lordship could find none. None of the letters contained 
any suggestion that the payments were made by way of gratuity, and, if 
J. was making a voluntary payment to P., there was no reason why he 
should speak of persons entitled in remainder after her. The residuary 
account was not sufficient to outweigh the admission, especially as it was 
not passed till twenty-seven years after the testator’s death, and after it 
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yments to F. were continued b 


F eww the J. as before. His 
ought that, in the absence of cagionotion. 
ordship held 


had been ' 
lordship ere was & sufficient 
admission to bind J.’s estate. And his | that the defendant 
(who admitted aseets of his own testator) was liable to pay £560, the 
amount which, if invested on mortgage at 5 per cent. interest, would 
have produced £28 a year, with interest thereon at 4 per cent from the 
death of F.—Counsen, Cookson, Q.C., and Eustace Smith ; Marcy. Soxtct- 
sors, Palmer § Bull ; Ernest Bevir. 


Re TILLETT, FIELD v. LYDALL—North, J., 27th May. 


JurisprcTion—CrEDITOR’s ADMINISTRATION ACTION — PurcHasE uF Dents 
ny Puarntirr’s Soricrrorn—Trust or Prorit ror Creprrors — Jupica- 
qurE Act, 1873, s. 24, suB-SECTION 7. 


A question arose in this case as to the jurisdiction of the court in an ad- 
ministration action to decide a collateral question. The action was 
brought by a creditor to administer the estate of a deceased person. The 
assets were insufficient. The plaintiff’s solicitor purchased the debts 
of some of the creditors. The chief clerk’s cate found that the 
solicitor was a trustee for the creditors of any profit which he might make 
by the purchase, and that he was not entitled to receive in the adminis- 
tration dividends in respect of the debts which he had purchased exceeding 
in amount the purchase-money which be had paid, with interest thereon. 
The solicitor took out a summons to vary the certificate in so far as it 
limited his right to receive dividends pari passu with the other creditors. 
Norru, J., held that sub-section 7 of section 24 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, did not give the court any jurisdiction to decide in this action 
whether the solicitor was a trustee for the creditors of any profit which he 
might make by his purchases. The application to vary the certificate was 
accordingly granted.—CounsgL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Chadwyck Healey ; 
Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Freeman; Micklem. Soutcrrons, Flue ¢ Lead- 
bitter ; J. H. Lydall. 


Re WOODGATE—North, J., 27th May.] 
Witt—Cuariry. 


The question in this case was whether a gift by will was a good gift to 
charitable objects. A testatrix, by her will, gave all her residuary real 
and personal estate to her trustees and executors, upon trust for sale and 
conversion, and to pay the proceeds to her son, and, in the event of his 
death in her lifetime, then she gave, devised, and bequeathed the same to 
H., one of her executors, upon trust, in his discretion; to divide the same 
among the many sick poor with whom he came in contact, or for any 
other utilitarian purposes that he might approve or choose, and, in the 
event of any portion of her estates being inapplicable for this —- by 
virtue of the Statute of Mortmain, she gave, ueathed, and devised the 
same unto H. The son of the testa died in her lifetime, and the 
question was whether the gift to H., as trustee, could be supported as a 
charitable gift. Norru, J., held that the gift was not confined to chari- 
table objects, and it failed for uncertainty.—CounseL, A. Beddall; B. 
Eyre; R. F. Norton. Soxtcrrors, 4. Myers; Saxton ¢ Morgan; W. 
Butcher. 


HUGHES v, LITTLE—Q. B, D., Ist and 2nd June. 


Butt or SateE—Fornm—ConsipERATION—SECURITY AGAINST INDEMNITY GIVEN 
BY GRANTEE, 


In this case the grantor of a bill of sale had assigned certain chattels as 
security against any moneys which the grantee might be called upon to pay 
under an indemnity given by her, and also as a security for certain sums 
advanced by her. The consideration was expressed as follows :—“ In con- 
sideration of the said H. (the grantee) having at the request of the said C. 
(the grantor) become guarantee, and having signed a promissory note for the 
sum of £45 obtained by the said C. from one W. B., of which £32 or there- 
abouts is now owing.” It was contended that this bill of sale was bad, 
because the consideration was not sufficiently stated in respect of the amount 
of interest due under the promissory note, and the amount of principal still 
unpaid. It was further contended that the form in the schedule had not been 
followed, the assignment being by way of security for the payment of (cer- 
tain advances) ‘‘and for any moneys she may be called upon to pay in 
respect of the said guaranty, and interest thereon, and on any payments which 
may be made as aforesaid, at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum.” The 
court held that the bill of sale was good. Manisty, J., said that the Legisla- 
ture had two objects in view in passing the Bills of Sale Acts: one was to 
protect creditors, and the other to protect weak and ignorant persons. The 
primary object of the Act of 1882 was to compel bills of sale given to secure 
advances by way of loan to be in a certain clear form. This bill of sale was 
practically two, one part in respect of a guaranty, and the other in respect 
of loans, The consideration was truly stated. The instrumcnt was un- 
doubtedly not in the form given in the schedule to the Act, but a bill of sale 
given as security against loss under an indemnity could not be reduced to 
that form as regards the precise times and amounts of the payments secured 
under it. The form was only intended to be fullowed in assignments of 
chattels to secure loans. The cases where bills of sale had been held to be 
void, because not in accordance with the form, had been made in respect of 
such advances. Section 9 of the Act of 1882 was very different in its lan- 
guage from the preceding section, and that favoured this view of the 
intention of the oe The time when payments under this bill of 
sale would become due did not depend upon the mere volition of the creditor, 
but on a contingency which grantor and granteo alike were uncertain of. 
Matusw, J,, concurred, — Coynsgy, Clay; Sil’, Soxicrrors, Grundy, 





Izod, § Grundy, for Toy $ Broadbent, Ashton-under-Lyne ; Dodd $ Longstaffe, 
for Heywood § Sons, Manchester. i ~ 


WILLIAMS v. DE BOINVILLE, Q. B. D., 1st June. 
Practice—Nortice or Morion ron Day on wuicn Court pip Nor sit. 
In this case a preliminary objection was taken to the hearing of a motion, 
on the ground that notice of motion had been given for April 28th, “or 
so soon thereafter as counsel can be heard,” that being the Wednesday in 
Easter week, a day on which the courts did not sit ; and reliance was placed 
upon a case of Maullin v. Rogers, in W. N., 1886, p. 104, and 
Daubeny v. Shuttleworth, 24 W. R. 321. Manisry, J., said that in the former 
case he and Lord Coleridge, C.J., had been of opinion that the notice was bad, 
and that the matter being of small uence, it would be better for the 
ies if it was not proceeded with. In this case, though the notice was 
the amount in dispute was large, and he would sanction an amendment. 
Maruew, J., concurred, and intimated his disapproval of the case of Daubeny 
v. Shuttleworth.—Counset, Upjohn; S. Eady and Asquith, Soxtcrrors, 
Boorman ; Bramall § White, 


MONAGHAN v. TAYLOR—Q. B. D., 31st May. 
CorrricutT—Mvusicat Composirion—Cavsinc or Permirrinc PERFORMANCE. 


This was a motion for a new trial of an action brought under 5 & 6 Vict. 
c. 45, s. 20, by which the provisions of the Dramatic yright Act, 3&4 
Will. 4 c. 15, are extended to musical com . The plaintiff was 
the assignee of the copyright of a certain song, and the defendant was 
the proprietor ofa music-hall, It at the trial that the defendant 
en a man to sing in his hall, and that he the song in question 
on sixteen occasions. The defendant in his ce denied that he 
directed the man to sing the song, but would not swear that he 
had not heard part of the song sung; and he said, ‘‘I engaged him and 
paid him so much a night, and he sang what songs he liked.”” The trial 
a before A. L. Smith, J., and a jury; and the plaiutiff obtained 
a verdict for £32—i.e., sixteen separate penalties of forty shillings. It 
Se Seles prtenen cata shaban wncereamees 

i e ormance com of, t, e singer ought only 
to be taken to have been the defendant's agent to sing such songs as he 
might lawfully sing. The court (Lord Cotzriner, U.J., and Bowen, L.J.) 

ve judgment for the plaintiff. They said that no distinction was to be 
rawn between ‘‘ causing” and ‘‘ permitting,”’ and that the question was 
merely one of agency or authority. The cases of Russell v. Briant (8 C. B. 
836), Lyon v. Knowles (3 B. & 8. 556), and Marsh v. Conquest (17 C. B. N.S. 
418), showed that it was possible for a man to infringe a copyright by his 
agent, and it was a question for the jury whether the defendant had not 
done so. It was always necessary to have regard to the subject matter to 
which the law of — was to be applied. Copyright was a special kind 
of property protected by special statutory provisions, and it was clear 
that these provisions would be nugatory unless such persons as proprietors 
of music-halls were liable for the acts of their agents. The only question 
was, had any agency been created, had any authority been given? There 
was evidence that there had been, and the verdict ought not to be dis- 
turbed.—Covunsz1, Fillan ; C. A. Russell. Sortcrrors, Grayston ; Chester. 


Re HENRY THOMAS BARBER—Prob, Div., Ist June. 


Prosate—Paractice—Presumprion oF Deata—Insurance on Lire or 
Desceasep—Notice To Insurance Company. 


Tn this case a point of practice was raised as to the persons to whom notice 
should be given, where, as here, a motion was made for leave to presume the 
death of the testator on a certain day, he not having been heard of after that 
day. In the course of the case it appeared that his life had been insured, 
and that the insurance company had received no notice of this application, 
Burt, J., said that he found the practice as to notice had not been uniform. 
Although in many cases it was given, he thought it should be given in all 
cases in future, not necessarily for their protection, but because the court 
should have before it all possible information, and from the company’s 
interest in asserting that the testator is alive, they are likely to add to 
that information. The motion would, however, in the present case, be 
allowed, subject to notice being given to the insurance company, and time 
being given them to apply to the court if they thought fit—CounsgL, Searle. 
Soxtcrror, Charles H. Rodcrison, 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Ex parte THE REGISTRAR OF THE CROYDON COUNTY COURT, 
Re WISE—C, A. No. 1, 28th May. 


Banxaurtcy—Jvnispiction oF Drvrsronat Court over Orrrcer or Country 
Corr. 


A question arose iu this case as to the jurisdiction of a divisional court 
of the Queen’s Bench Division, sitting in bankruptcy, over the registrar of 
a county court. In a bankruptcy which was proceeding in the county 
court an order was made preges. hp & post-nuptial settlement which the 
bankrupt had executed, as t the trustee in the er 
under tne Statute of Elizabeth. The estate was being administered in a 
summary way under section 121 of the Bankruptoy Act, 1883, and, there- 
fore, under sub-section (5) of rule 199 of the es, 1883, 
there could be no appeal without the leave of the court. Leave was given 
to the trustee of tho settlement to appeal to the Divisional Court, oa the 
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terms of his ap gwen into court. The £450 was paid into court, and 
was then under the control of the registrar of the county court. The 
a was heard by the Divisional Court on the 1st of March, and they 
held that the settlement was valid, and discharged the order of the county 
court setting it aside, and, at the same time, ordered that the £450 should 
be paid out of court to the trustee of the settlemext. They gave leave to 
appeal to the Court of Appeal, but refused to order a stay of proceedings 
pending the appeal. Application was then made to the registrar of the 
county court to pay out the £450, but he declined to do so till after the 
iration of the twenty-one days allowed for appealing. He said that it 
always been the practice in that county court not to pay out money 
which had been paid into court in pursuance of an order pending an 
a or during the period allowed for appealing. Notice of = was 
en, and the appeal was heard by the Court of Appeal on the 16th of 
April, and was p stare Application was again made to the registrar 
to pay out the money, and he was informed of the dismissal of the appeal, 
but he refased to pay it out until he had seen the order of the Court of 
Appeal. On the 19th of April the registrar was served by the trustee of 
the settlement with notice of a motion in the Divisional Court, calling upon 
him to show cause why the £450 should not be forthwith paid out to the 
- applicant. The motion was heard on the 2lst of April. No objection was 
raised to the jurisdiction of the court, and the Court (Cave and Grantham, 
JJ.) made an order in accordance with the motion, and ordered the regis- 
trar to pay the trustee’s costs of the motion, and his costs occasioned by 
the refusal of the registrar to pay out the money. The registrar appealed 
to the Court of Appeal, and on the hearing of the appeal the objection 
was taken that the Divisional Court had no jurisdiction to make such an 
order against the registrar, who was an officer of the county court. The 
court (Lord Herscuett, 0., Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Fry, L.J.) were of 
i that the registrar ought to have paid out the money, 
but they allowed the objection to the jurisdiction, and dis- 
the order of the Divisional Court, giving no costs in 
either court. Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the order of the Divisional 
Court was the order which the registrar’s own court ought to have made, 
and he ought to have obeyed the order at once, If he had considered the 
matter, he would have seen that in no court could an appeal of itself 
operate as a stay of the proceedings under the order appealed from. He 
was entirely in the wrong, and the practice of his court had been wrong. 
But still the order of the Divisional UVourt was a direction to the court from 
which the appeal had come, and, if the officer of the latter court acted 
wrongly, was it possible for the Court of Appeal to enforce its own order 
by commi' the officer of the other court for contempt? After the 
Court of Appeal had pronounced its order, it had nothing more to do 
with the matter. The order had to be carried out by the other court. 
The Court of Appeal had no power, upon an original motion, to enforce its 
order. His lordship doubted whether it could even enforce the payment 
of the costs of the appeal. When the officer of the county court ven- 
tured to disobey an order which he ought to have treated as the order of 
his own court, the proper course would have been to apply to the county 
court to enforce obedience. The application was made to a court which 
had no jurisdiction in the matter, and the order must be discharged. 
Fry, L.J., entirely concurred. He thought that the conduct of the 
registrar was highly worthy of blame. It had been contended that the 
Divisional Court had power to enforce their order by process of contempt. 
But that order was not an order upon the registrar. The order directed that 
the money should be paid out to the trustee of the settlement. If the trustee 
was minded to enforce the order by proceedings for contempt, he ought, 
at any rate, to have obtained a further order, specifying the person by 
whom the payment was to be made, and the time within which he was to 
make it. fr such an order could have been obtained it was not, and the 
Divisional Court had no jurisdiction to make the order appealed from.— 
Counset, Muir Mackenzie and Herbert Reed; H. D. Greene, Q.C., and F. 
Cooper Willis. Souictrons, J. FE. For ; Clarkson, Greenwell, § Wyles. 





In the House of Commons on the 27th ult., in answer to Mr. J. More, 
Mr. Stansfeld said: — {he Government have now under consideration a 
measure with reference to the law as to registration of voters which they 

shortly to introduce. ButI have no expectation that it will be 
Porsible to pass such a measure in time to affect the arrangements for the 
registration of voters for the present yeer. 


In giving judgment on Monday, dismissing a petition for the winding 
up of a company, Vice-Chancellor Bacon remarked that, ‘‘ In the course 
of a long examination and cross-examination elsewhere the petitioner was 
asked ‘‘ who was to pay the coste of the petition,’ to which he replied, 
ait suppose I shall.” ‘‘That answer,’’ eaid his lordship, ‘‘ was pro- 
phetic’’; and he would adopt the petitioner’s prophecy and order him to 
pay all the costs of the petition. 


The Washington Law Reporter says that the following Bill has been 
introduced in the Ohio legislature :—‘‘ Whereas, a habit has grown up 
among the oe of the various railways in the State of announcing 
the stations along their lines in a sing-song and inarticulate manner, 
wholly unintelligible to the travelling public and to the great incon- 
venience and annoyance of all persons who are compelled to use the said 
railway lines ; » be it enacted by the general assembly of the 
of Obie, that all railway lines in this State shall retain in their 

such employds as are able and are in the habit of speaking 
Gistipctly the English language.” 
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THE CHANCERY CHAMBERS 
COMMITTEE. 


Tus following is the report of the committee appointed by the Lord 
Chancellor to inquire into the subject of the existing rules as to the dis. 
tribution of business in the courts and chambers of the Chancery Division, 
and the distribution of the clerical staff :— 

My Lorp, August 7, 1885. 

In compliance with the Lord Chancellor's aon we have with great 
minuteness considered the procedure of the Chancery Division in court 
and in chambers, and have agreed upon certain recommendations to lay 
before your lordship. The conclusious to which we have come are based 
partly upon evidence yutveet before us and more on the knowledge of facts 
possessed by many of the committee. 

The Chancery Division is in theory and law one single and undivided 
court, in which all actions and matters are entered to be determined in 
the order of their entry ; but in practice we find that the division is sub- 
stantially divided into several courts, each having its separate judge, and 
in a great measure its separate staff of officials. With the object of dis. 
tributing the causes and matters equally among the judges, each cause, 
after being entered in the division in its order, is by a ballot assigned to a 
particular judge, and is thenceforward (subject to transfer by order of 
the Lord Chancellor) heard, determined, and carried out in every stage of 
it, in what is in effect tke court of that particular judge, by him and his 

icular staff of clerks. The division substantially mto separate courts 
is further assured by an agreement amongst the Queen’s Counsel prac- 
tising in the Chancery Division that each of them will act solely before a 
particular judge. 

At some stages of a cause it leaves the hands of the particular officers 
of the judge to whom it is assigned and passes into the hands of other 
officials, as, for instance, the registrars for the purpose of drawing up the 
decree or order, and the taxing masters for purposes of taxation. 

Before decree the different steps in a cause are taken before chief and 
other clerks of the particular judge to whom it has been by ballot assigned, 
and before the judge himself in chambers; after decree the steps for 
carrying out such decree are in like manner before the clerks of the same 
judge and the judge himself in chambers. 

The summonses in chambers in causes are distributed alphabetically 
among the three chief clerks of the judge to whom the cause is assigned, 
and the subordinates of each of them. The summonses before chief 
clerks are heard at appointed times. Such appointments are made on the 
request of solicitors, and are known as short and long appointments. 
The long appointments are made for a named day and hour and for a 
limited time, as for one hour or two hours. If the matter is not finished 
within the ears time it is postponed to a new appointment, which 
can only be obtained for a day after all existing appointments are ex- 
ome The new appointment is, therefore, generally some weeks 
orward. 

All matters taken before the judge personally, other than the principal 
hearing of a cause, and some hearings adjourned into court, are heard by 
the judge in his private room, mostly after the rising of his court, and 
after, therefore, he has sat in court for the whole day. Many orders 
made by chief clerks are sent to the registrars’ office to be drawn up. 

We have come to the conclusion that the various and minute distribu- 
tion of business among the judges, made with the sole object of insurinz 
equality of distribution, has failed in that object, and that it has produced 
inconvenience and mischief. It has produced, instead of an 
equality of distribution, an inequality of speed, so that whilst in some 
courts by the mere accident of circumstances causes remain stationary, 
in others they are rapidly disposed of, and thus the priority of entry is 
nullified. This difference of speed obliges transfer, and a transfer in the 
course of a cause, without the consent of the parties, and after arrange- 
ments have been made for the hearing, produces something like in- 
justice. Ithas produced a differenceof practice in the different courts and 
chambers; in one set of chambers matters are decided by a chief clerk, 
which in others are decided by the judge; in one counsel are heard in 
chambers, in another not ; in one court each witness cause is heard to its 
end without postponement, in another not. The practitioner, instead of 
being able to conduct his business according to one uniform method, 
must endeavour to learn tie different mode of treatment in each court 
and set of chambers. The difficulty of so doing leads to mistake, and 
mistake causes delay and expense. 

Onur first recommendation, therefore, as to the practice of the judges 
is, that a different mode of distribution of causes and matters should be 
adopted, and that the procedure before all the judges should be uniform. 
Before pointing attention further to this matter we must lay before 
your lordship the state of business as to progress in the Chancery Divi- 
sion, There were standing for decision in the Chancery Division on 
the 16th October, 1884, the following number of contentious causes and 
matters : 
Before—(1.) V.C. Bacon.—Actions with and without witnesses . 146 
djourned summonses ° ‘ . oe 
Further considerations ., 


— 154 
(2,) Mr. Justice Kay.— 
Witness actions , : ‘ ‘ . 100 
Non-witness actions , " r ; a 
Adjournedsummpnses , , , 13 
Further congideyationg 86, SC, Cw 1S 











Ju 


Sixty 
ferred f 

It is ¢ 
the Ch 
and cou 
wiped 
litigant: 
forum, | 
ference. 
reluctaz 
addition 
same st 
point o 
number 
each th: 
two chi 


unanim 
of man; 
advanta 
particul 
member 
cf opin: 
therefor 
these de 
One « 
present 
actions 
makes |} 
busines: 
actions, 
As rega: 
demand 
col 


several | 











June 5, 1886. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 














(3.) Mr. Justice Chitty.— 


Witness actions . ° a - 70 
Non-witness actions, including sum- 
monses . ‘ 4 ° - 112 
Further considerations and procedure 
summons. ° ° . ‘ e & 
— 200 
(4.) Mr. Justice North.— 
Witness actions . ° ° > 127 
(5.) Mr. Justice Pearson.— 
Witness actions . ° " ~~ 
Non-witness actions and summonses, 
Classes II. and ITI. ‘ 4 . 70 
Adjourned summonses, Olass IV. . 54 
Further considerations ‘ ° 19 
— 216 
Total number of causes in the Chancerylist . . . 842 
There were standing for decision on the 23rd May, 1885— 
(1.) V.C. Bacon.—Actions with and without witnesses . 105 
Adjourned summonses ° 


Further considerations ‘ o i ae 


(2.) Mr. Justice Kay.— 


Witness actions . . ° ° - 92 
Non-witness actions . ° . » il 
Adjourned summonses ° e 2 
Further considerations . = ‘ai 
(3.) Mr. Justice Ohitty.— 
Witness actions . - , rer 
Non-witness actions, including sum- 
monses . nit: 06 ‘ ° . 
Further considerations, point of law 
and procedure summonses. ° 1 
— 169 
(4.) Mr. Justice North.— 
Witness actions . ° F ° ° 82 
(5.) Mr. Justice Pearson.— 
Witness actions . . ° ° - 46 
Non-witness actions and summonses, 
Classes II. and III. ra -_ 
Adjourned summonses, ClassIV. . 14 
Further considerations ‘ 13 
—— 149 
Total number of causes in the Chancery list. . . «. 667 


Sixty-five causes were, between October, 1884, and May, 1885, trans- 
ferred from the Chancery Division to the Queen’s Bench Division. 

It is clear to all of us that the present number of judges attached to 
the Chancery Division cannot cope with the business now before them, 
and could not satisfactorily do so even if what may be called arrears were 
wiped off. The transfer without their consent of causes entered by 
litigants, who have selected the Chancery Division as their preferred 
forum, is not a satisfactory, though at present it is a nece , inter- 
ference. We have therefore felt constrained, some of us for a time with 
reluctance, but now with an earnest conviction, to recommend that an 
additional judge be appointed to the Chancery Division, and that the 
tame staff of clerks be attributed to each of the judges. We at once 
point out, however, that it does not necessarily follow that the whole 
number of clerks need be increased. For instance, four judges have now 
each three chief clerks, making twelve. But six judges might only have 
two chief clerks each, which would still leave the number twelve. 

We proceed now to the process of distributing the business among the 
judges. The most simple method would, of course, be no longer to 
assign causes to a judge, but to set down for each day a certain number 
of the cases from tke general list to be heard according to their order in 
the list before the judges respectively on each day, as is done in the 
Queen’s Bench Division. But certain considerations have prevented us 
from suggesting this method. The nature of the litigation, which is 
proper to the Chancery Division, makes it, we think, advisable that the 
carrying out of a decree, or of causes involving the continuous manage- 
ment of property, should be continued before the same Pgs The 
unanimous opinion of all the witnesses examined by us, and the opinion 
of many of the committee, is strongly in favour of this, and also of the 
advantage to the suitors of the taline counsel attaching themselves to 
particular courts. The importance of this last is not so apparent to some 
members of the committee; but they do not think it advisable in the face 
cf opinions of great weight to break this rule. It becomes necessary, 
therefore, to suggest some method of distribution not mconsistent with 
these desired conditions. 

One of the greatest inconveniences in the mode in which business is at 
present transacted in the Chancery Division is in relation to the trial of 
actions with witnesses. According to the present system each judge 
makes his own arrangements for the disposal of the various classes of 
business in his court. He has to provide for the hearing of witness 
actions, non-witness actions, motions, adjourned summonses, and petitions, 
As regards the three latter classes of business, the necessities of the case 
demand that they should be disposed of with regularity and promptitude. 
ne ceamoguence is that in some courts witness actions are not tried for 

v 


together, and under the most favourable circumstances not 








more than three days, with perhaps a portion of a fourth day, in the 
week are given to the trial of these actions. The interruption 
of witness actions is one of the greatest evils of the present system, and 
in the opinion of the committee a reform wh a witness action once 
begun may be heard continuously and de die in diem is one which is most 
urgently demanded. It is scarcely necessary to itulate the evils 
attendant on the interruption of the trial of an action with witnesses. 
it is a country case witnesses must be either detained in London until 
the action again appears in the paper, or must be sent down to the 
country to be brought up again when wanted. The length of time occu- 
yang by the case and the consequent to the suitors is increased 
'y the temptation for the parties to employ the interval in looking up 
and producing additional evidence. 

It is in order to meet this grave defect and at the same time to pre- 
serve so far as possible the advantages which have been pointed out by 
the witnesses in the present system, that a plan has been 
Mr. Davey whereby it hee that there may always be three judges 
engaged in trying witness ions, and the necessity of a judge interru 
ing the trial of an action to take other business may be avoided. By 
plan, which has been adopted by way of eee by the committee, it 
is pro to sub-divide the Chancery Division for the purpose of dis- 
tribution of business into three branches, each consisting of two courts 
and two judges. In one of the courts the witness actions attached to the 
branch would be continuously tried so long as ions | ny in the 
other court the non-witness actions and interlocutory ess of the 
branch would be d of. The following table shows how the system 
might be worked, but the details and any ——_ variations which 
circumstances might from time to time require , of course, be left 
to be arranged by the judges themselves. 
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We particularly draw attention to the fact that the scheme above set 
forth is merely a nominal sub-division for the purpose of distribution 
only ; the Chancery Division will remain for all other purposes one and 
indivisible. As, for instance, any of the judges can at any time sit to 
hear the causes or matters which are assigned to any one of the branches, 
The counsel, however, could still attach themselves to one only of the 
branches. 

The mode of working this scheme would commence by a new mode of 
assigning the causes and matters—namely, by the action of a responsible 
officer instead of by ballot. Such an officer would have means of learn- 
ing, and would be instructed to learn, the nature, as to length and other- 
wise, of causes and matters, and to distribute them accordingly. This, 
we think, would be an improvement on the hazardous operation of a 
ballot. 

An important part of this scheme consists in appointing one of the 
judges of the Chancery Division to attend at chambers every day during 
the whole day, the judges to take this part of the work in turn, instead of 
each judge sitting in his own room after the working hours of long days 
in court. A considerable amount of business will thus be taken in a 
more satisfactory manner, as we think, before the judge personally in 
chambers. 


Summonses in all steps of a-cause before the hearing, which are to be 
heard before a judge personally, should be heard before the judge of the 
day in chambers, in whatever branch of the division the cause or matter 
may be depending. 

We recommend that the applications mentioned in the 17th resolution 
should be heard similarly before the judge of the day in chambers. 
These applications, from their nature, require, in our opinion, the per- 
sonal consideration of a judge; we suggest that no such applications 
should be disposed of by a chief clerk. Either party should have a right 
to be heard in all matters in chambers by counsel, subject to check as to 
costs. 

We recommend that the judges of the division should meet from time 
to time and arrange the days on which each will sit in chambers, and 
the days on which, in each branch, ccrtain classes of causes will be taken. 

We venture to point out, as a cardinal necessity, that the arrange- 
ments should be such as to give, as nearly as possible, consecutive days 
of hearing in each branch for the hearing of witness causes, and, at the 
same time, we think that order XXXVILI., rule 1, might with advantage 
be modified in such a manner as to restrict the cases in which the expense 
and delay of taking evidence vird voce at the trial is incurred to those 
actions in which there is a real and ond fide dispute of fact depending 
upon the testimony of witnesses. 

Where a cause or matter has proceeded to hearing and to a decree or 
order, we think that any subsequent order to be made for the purpose of 
carrying out the decree or order should be made by the clerks of the 
judge who made the decree or order, or if a personal order of a judge be 
neceseary, by the judge who made the decree or order. This last may be 
done either on the day on which he sits in chambers or before him, at 
some appointed time, in his own room. 

Another method of distribution has been suggested by Mr. Justice 
Pearson ; it has been adopted by the committee as an alternative scheme 
so far as court business is concerned. The committee desire to commend 
it to your lordship’s consideration if the former scheme appears to you to 
be unsatisfactory. 

The court scheme and chamber scheme suggested by Mr. Justice 
Pearson are arranged to fit into one another, and are thus described by 
him :— 

**In the following proposal for the disp»sal of the business in court, it 
is assumed that an additional judge will be appointed to the Chancery 
Division, and the principal matters that have been kept in view are 
there : 

1. That an additional court should be assigned for hearing witness 
actions, so that such actions should be heard in two courts de die in 
diem, without interruption from interlocutory matters. 

2. That the business should be so arranged that counsel may, as they 
now do, attach themselves to particular courts. 

3. That the court business should be divided between the judges, so 
that each judge should h-ve an equal share of interlocutory busi- 
ness, non-witness and witness actions. 

4. That there ebould be one judge at chambers daily, who would thus 
have time to hear counsel at chambers, and dispose of many matters 
there which are now adjourned into court. 


I.—Covrt Bustyezss. 


There should be five courts: I., I1., III, IV., V. Courts I., II., and 
IIL. should at first be devoted to hearing interlocutory matters and non- 
witness actions, Courts 1V. and V. to witness actions. All writs when 
issued should be assigned by rota to Courts J., II., and III., with the 
understanding that when any witness action was ripe for hearing 1t would 
be transferred to Court IV. or V. The assignment would be to the 
court, and not to any particular judge. All interlocutory work and non- 
witness actions, therefore, would be confincd to three courts and witnees 
actions to two courts. 

One judge in rotation should attend chambers de die in diem, leaving the 
other judges tosit in the courts. Say that he went there for a month; 
at the end of the month he would leave chambers and take the place of 
one of the other judges, who go to chambers. At the end of the next 
month that judge would lesve chambers and take the place of another 
judge, who would relieve bim. In this way the judicial work would be 
vs —s pmong a)l the judges, and no court would be closed for a 
sing y. 

The following table shows the proposed scheme of rotation, Mr. 
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Justice Brown being the additional judge in the Chancery Division : — 
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March ~_ _ — Pearson, J. North, J. | Warch 
April . | _ _ North, J. _ _ Chitty, J. |April 
May . —_ Chitty, J. _ a —_ Kay, J. |May 
June .| Kay, J. a — _ -- Bacon,V.©.|June 
July | — _ - _ Bacon, vo Brown, J. July 





With regard to witness actions at the end of each sitting, the witness 
actions ready for hearing should be distributed between Oourts IV. and 
V., and lists printed showing the distribution. Ifthe odd numbers were 

ut into one court and the even numbers into the other they would then 

eep, as far as possible, their respective places. If at the end of a sitting 
it was found that, by reason of the length of some actions, there had been 
a block in one of the courts, some slight redistribution might be made to 
prevent any actions being unduly delayed. 

With regard to-chamber business, it is proposed that the chambers, 
instead of being distributed as now between four judges, the chambers of 
each judge being entirely separate from those of every other judge, should 
be consolidated, and that the judge at chambers should have power to 
dispose of every matter brought before him, whether the action in which 
it originated was tried by him or not. The arrangement of the business 
would be as follows :— 

a. One judge in rotation would, by the proposed scheme, attend at 
chambers every day. He should have power to dispose of every 
matter pending there, but with power to order any matter to be 
brought before any other judge, if for any reason he should con. 
sider it desirable that another judge should hear it. 

b, On the hearing of any matter in aan, the chief clerk in whose 
division the matter is should attend the judge. 

¢. As under this court scheme no action or matter would be assigned to 
any judge all new actions and matters should be assigned to the 
chief clerks alphabetically. 

d, The existing wards’ cases should be retained by the judge to whom 
they are at present attached. All new wards’ cases should be 
considered attached to the judge who makes the first order in them, 
or be divided among the judges alphabetically as the business is 
now among the chief clerks. In cases involving the continuous 
management of property, the judge who makes the original decree 
or order should have power to direct that all applications in 
chambers relating to the administration of the property be brought 
before himself personally. 

The chamber work would thus be brought under the jurisdiction of the 
judges generally, instead of being attached as now to individual judges. 
It is thought by some that this severance of the chief clerks from 
particular judges would be mischievous, and that judges would find 
difficulties in following the working ou* of judgments not pronounced 
by themselves. It has happened to me to take Mr. Justice Kay’s cham- 
bers twice during his absence on circuit, and in my present chambers I 
have to deal with many actions, some of which began in the time of 
Vice-Chancellor Malins, and some in the time when Mr. Justice Fry pre- 
sided in my court. No difficulty has ever occurred, that I recollect, 
from the fact that I was not the judge who tried those actions; and from 
my experience my strong opinion is that no appreciable advantage is 
derived to the judge or the suitor from the decree being worked out by 
the judge who tried the action. With the exception of cases relating te 
wards, and perhaps a few exceptional cases relating to the administra- 
tion of large estates for which provision is made in this scheme, it seems 
to me a matter of indifference by what judge the business in chambers is 
disposed of. Meanwhile, according to the present system, there is such 
a minute subdivision of labour in chambers that there is a great waste of 
time, labour, and expense, and it is impossible to avoid this, or to ar- 
range for the disposal of business as continuously and quickly as should 
be done, or in the case of the illness of any clerk to provide for his work 
being taken without calling in costly assistance from outside. Without 
exceeding the present expenditure on chambers, and probably with a con- 
siderable reduction of it, Iam satisfied that, by re-arranging the staff, 
the work would be done as weil as now, more easily, and more expe- 
ditiously. I desire to add that I wish to speak, as I think, in the highest 
terms of the _ chief clerks; they are very competent, and discharge 
the duties of their office admirably. I am very far from making any 
complaint of them. My complaint is that under the present system 
there are too many generals and too few captains. 

The following scheme purports to show only one. mode in which the 
re-arrangement of the consolidated chambers might be made, and the 
probable expense. 

II.—Cuampers. 


1. There should be four chief clerks, among whom the business would be 
divided alphabetically, each chief clerk taking six letters, reckoning the 
26 letters as equivalent only to 24. 

The chief clerks would take appeals from other clerks, originating 
summonses, wards’ cases, and such other business as they thought fit, or 
the judges assigned to them, and the general supervision of all matters 
in their division. 

Eight clerks, who should be solicitors, and whose salaries should 
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begin at £800 and rise to £1,000, who should take the shorter 
matters now taken by the chief clerks. At present the chief 
clerks devote three hours daily to these matters, so that as there 
are 12 chief clerks 36 hours are daily devoted to them. The clerks 
in the pro system would sit from 11 to 4, and would each devote five 
hours to them, or 40 hours in all would be given to them. From 10 to 11 
o'clock they might assess costs or revise the certificates prep: by the 
certificate clerks, or do other work assigned to them by the chief clerk. 
Four clerks whose salaries should begin at £600 and rise to £800, should 
take the longer appointments now taken by the chief clerks, and continue 
them de die in.diem. For this purpose they would be put into lists and 
tuken as causes are in court, with due regard to the convenience of 
‘ solicitors. The chief clerks at present give not more than two hours a day 
to these, or 24 hours. The four clerks would give six hours a day, or 24 


hours. 

Eight clerks, with salaries beginning at £400 and rising to £600 would 
draw the certificates. 

Eight clerks, with salaries beginning at £400 and rising to £600, would 
take the liquidators’ and companies’ orders, and accounts of liquidators 
and receivers, 

Eight clerks, with salaries beginning at £400 and rising to £600, would 
tike summonses for time, and executors’ and guardians’ accounts. 

Four clerks, with salaries beginning at £200 and rising to £400, should 
give appointments and make lists for superior clerks. 

Four clerks, with salaries beginning at £200 and rising to £400, should 
endorse orders and issue summonses. 

Two clerks, with salaries of £200 each, should keep the Treasury Book. 

The staff in each division would therefore stand as follows :— 

One chief clerk. 

Two clerks for shorter summonses and assessing costs. 

One clerk to take the longer appointments. 

Two clerks to draw the certificates. ; 

Two clerks to take )iquidators’ and receivers’ accounts, &c. 

Two clerks to take summonses for time, executors’ accounts, &c. 

One clerk to give appointments. 

One clerk to issue summonses. 

mse in each division, supposing each clerk was earning the 


» would 
‘ ‘ ‘ - £1,500 
. ‘ - 2,000 
One clerk at £800. . ‘ ‘ i P 
Six clerks at £600 . ° . j ° - 8,600 
Two clerks at £400 a eee 800 


£8,700 

The expense of the four divisions would be £34,800, towhich must be 
added £400, the salaries of the clerks who keep the Treasury Book, making 
the whole expense about £4,700 less than at present. 

The clerks at £1,000 a year should be solicitors of not less than seven 
years’ standing, and those at £800 a year of not less than five years’ 
standing. A clerk taken in in one grade should be capable of rising 
without this qualification to a higher grade if found fit. 

No chief clerk should hold office after seventy years of age, and no 
other clerk after sixty-five. This should not apply to existing clerks.”’ 

That part of Mr. Justice Pearson’s scheme, as above stated, which 
1elates to the working of it in chambers, and to the alteration in the 
number, status, and pay of clerks, was not adopted by the committee. 

We are of opinion that the suggested alterations of the present method 
of distributing causes and matters, and the sug co-operative 
arrangements to be made from time to time by the ju of the Chancery 
Division, will conduce very materially to the Bm of the work in court 
and to Asmat performance of work before the judges personally 


With regard to the practice before chief clerks and others in chambers, 
we are of opinion that the greatest impediment to the satisfactory 
performance of business there transacted is the system of appoint- 
ments. We strongly urge upon your lordship the necessity of 
abolishing this — We recommend that all summonses to be taken 
before chief clerks or other clerks, relating to the conduct of causes before 
the hearing, shall be divided between the chief clerks of the branches to 
which such causes are assigned by an alphabetical rotation or by some 
other method to be fixed by the judges of the Chan Division ; and that 
all summonses after hearing or decree should be divided in a similar 
manner between the chief clerks of the judge who made the order or 
decree. We most strongly recommend that each chief clerk should take 
the summonses assigned to him in their order as entered, and should, 
unless some obstacle intervene, hear and conclude each summons 
entering upon another. This would, of course, not interfere with a power 
in case of need to adjourn any particular summons to a day to be named 
at the adjournment. Neither need it interfere with arrangements to take 
short summonses in the | or on certain days and long summonses 
at a later hour or on other days. A list would be published of the 
summonses to be taken on each day, as the lists of causes and matters to 
be heard in court on each day are now published. 

Summonses as to procedure or otherwise before hearing would in the 
same circumstances as now and in the same manner be sent, if occasion 
required, before a judge personally ; only it would be before the judge of 
the day in chambers. Other summonses in like manner woul go 
personally before the judge who made the decree or order or is carryin 
out the administration, &c,, to be heard by him either on the day he 
be sitting as the Judge of the day in cham or on an . day in 
his private room. e think that these alterations of the practice in 
chambers will render the administration in chambers far more satisfactory. 





We have come to the conclusion that much time and expense would be 
saved if those who draw up decrees and orders, as the registrars, and those 
who tax costs, as the taxing masters, were not so ary good divided from 
the chief clerks and other officials of the division, and if they were brought 
more under the control and supervision of the jatgee. We therefore 
recommend, as in resolution 4 and 5, that y Coes e separate offices 
of registrars and taxing masters should abolished, clerks of equal 
qualifications being assigned to each judge to perform their duties. 

At some future time it would probably appear that a new classification 
and arrangement of clerks should be made, but experience alone, we 
think, can indicate what changes should be made in this respect. 

We have very carefully considered many of the steps now taken in 
causes and matters, and have recommended in various resolutions the 
abolition of such as seem to us to be unnecessary, being convinced that 
every unnecessary step in litigation causes delay, expense, and error. 

We submit this report of our labours, and the resolutions accompany- 
ing it, to your lordship, with the earnest hope that in what we have done 
we may have —— means which may materially improve the practice 
of the Chancery Division in court and in chambers. 

Esuer, M.R. 
Epwarp E. Kay. 
Joun Pzarson, subject to my note. 
Horace Davey. 
Frank Mowatt, subject to my observations. 
Ne ag oe } subject to our note. 
K. M. Mackenzie. 
Henry Roscoz. 
Tuomas MarsHatt. 
H. 8. Tuzonatp, Secretary. 
To the Lord Chancellor. 


Mr. Justice Kay desires to say that he has signed the report subject to 
the following remarks :— 

I t that I am not able to concur in all the recommendations of the 
— and resolutions, for the follo reasons :— 

'wo of the greatest advantages of the system of the Chancery Division 
are— 

1, The practice of leading counsel attaching themselves to one court. 

2. The close association of each staff of chief and other clerks with a 

particular judge. 

Everyone who given evidence before the commiteee has recognized 
the benefit of the system in these respects. 

No. 1 ensures that the suiter should have the services of his leading 
counsel, the judge has a like security, work is much more largely dis- 
tributed among leaders, and the disadvantages, if there be any, are ideal 
and are not felt in practice. 

As to No. 2, the old abuses of the masters’ offices have been. much 
lessened, the work in chambers is under more control, and with some 
improvements which have been suggested other evils may be removed, if 
the supervision of the individua] judge over his own chamber staff be not 
destroyed or lessened. 

For the purpose of obtaining a more continuous hearing of witness 
causes the report contains recommendations which will tend to break up 
the system of counsel attending the court, and to dissociate the judge 
from his chamber staff. The alternative proposal of Mr. Justice Pearson 
would do this absolutely. a 

g thoroughly the advantage of more continuous sittings to 
try witness causes, [ think this too large a price to pay for it. The present 
mode of trying them three days a week seems to me erable, and with 
care it need not often happen that a cause should be interrupted and the 
witnesses sent back. 

I, therefore, wish respectfully to intimate my dissent from the report 
and resolutions in this respect. 

Of the two schemes I think the former, suggested by Mr. Davey, much 
preferable, because it interferes less than the other with the present 
system. The alternative scheme would do away with the pues system 
of leaders attaching themselves to a particular court and would place 
chief clerks in almost the same position as.our masters in Chancery 
formerly held. 

There is in the conduct of actions in Chancery considerable delay and 
expense which might and ought to be prevented. Some of the resolu- 
tions, I think, are well calculated to meet this evil. But I think much 
more might be done. At present order 33, rule 9, and order 65, rale 11 
are either a dead letter or are used only for purposes of punishment and 
this so seldom that the have litle or to detemwext epenstion. 

I have recommended that means should adopted 
judge to have an easily accessible 

court, that it should be the duty of 
to call his attention to any case 
in the conduct of an action 
summo him 
him to deal with this 
jure in Chancery. 
“ae mace ae mare 
many 
strongly that these matters are of the grea 
of suitors in the Chancery Division, I am 
and resolutions without appending this statement of m 


opinion. E. 


T have signed this re 
of the principal recomm 


to 
of all 


oe Fete add that I dissent from some 








t32 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 5, 1886. 





= 





I. I object to the scheme for court business proposed by Mr. ages 
I agree with him that ion ought to be made for hearing witness 
actions continuously, and I am willing to concur with those who think it 
desirable, if possible, to preserve the present system of counsel attaching 
themselves to courts. I also am strongly of opinion thata judge 
should attend chambers constantly, and should hear counsel there. 
My objections to the scheme preferentially recommended in the report 


1. It will not be possible under it to hear witness actions continuously. 

Each judge of each court is to take witness actions, non-witness actions, 

business, and chamber work. That is to say, chamber work 

is to be added to the present complication of business in four of the existing 

courts, and the interruption of the hearing of witness actions must 

necessarily, therefore, be more certain and more frequent under the 
scheme than it is under the present system. 

2. It is proposed that each judge shall hear witness actions for one week 
continuously. What is to become of his chamber work during this week ? 
Either it must be done by his colleague in the branch, in which case a 
jadge will not work out his own decree, or it must be left undone. In the 

alternative a great part of the chamber business of each court will 
be of only once a fortnight. 

3. How are motions to be dealt with? There is to be a motion day in 
each court of the branch in each alternate week. A motion, therefore, 
that stands over to answer affidavits will have to be postponed for a fort- 
night, or must be transferred to the other judge of the branch. The 
inconvenience of either of these alternatives is obvious. 

4. It is suggested that counsel may attach themselves to one of the 
branches, as they now do toa particular court. If this means that counsel 
may accept briefs in both courts of the branch the scheme would defeat 
itself, as counsel would frequently find that they were wanted to be in 
two courts at the same time. If on the other hand it is intended that 
they should attach themselves to one court of the branch, then each court 
must be complete in itself, and all interchange of business between the 
two courts of the branch vanishes. The system will then be practically 
the same as at present, with the subtraction of the judge from the court 
from time to time for chamber work. 

II. I dissent from the recommendation ‘‘that by degrees the separate 
offices of registrars and taxing masters should be abolished, clerks of 
equal qualifications being assigned to each judge to perform their 
duties,” and to resolutions 4 and 5 on which this recommendation is 


1. As to the registrars. At present the registrars circulate in all the 
courts, including the Court of Appeal. In this way they obtain a wide 
of the practice, and are often able to assist a judge greatly in 
framing a decree by informing him of what another judge has done 
under similar circumstances. If under the proposed recommendation a 
judge is to have two clerks attached to his own court he will be deprived 
of this assistance, without any compensating benefit. Ifthe clerks who 
are to take the place of the present registrars are to be clerks in the 
judges’ chambers, and are to be shifted from time to time to do other 
their places being supplied by other clerks from the same cham- 
bers, I fear it will soon be found that the successors of the registrars have 
not the same special knowledge of the forms of the court which the pre- 
sent officers —— and the judges will be embarrassed for want of the 
assistance which they now obtain. The present system of appointing 
the registrars by seniority might, I think, be advantageously altered. 

2. Ss tothe taxing masters. It is in my judgment a great advantage 
that the taxing masters are entirely separated from all matters in respect 
of which they have to tax bills of costs in their earlier stages. They are 
thus kept independent and impartial, and no solicitor need fear their 
being prejudiced by any opinion they have formed in the ——_ of the 

. PEARSON, 





Mr. Mowatt desires to add the following observations :— 
I have signed the foregoing report because I believe that the changes 
recommended will result in economy both of time and cost, but 
they appear to me to leave untouched some of the main causes of the 
block now existing in the Chancery Chambers. 

The evidence given before the committee was of great value, and 
showed an intimate knowledge of the subjects on which the several 
witnesses spoke, but it only professed to represent the views of gentlemen 
whose success in life had been unaffected by the expense and delay of the 

system. It was, in the nature of things, impossible to obtain 

views of suitors—the class to which those evils come home with 
serious and often ruinous effect. 

How great is the suitors’ interest in the question may be gathered from 

fact that the total costs in chancery amount to at least £2,000,000 a 
£10,000 for each day on which the courts are open for business. 

The defects of the existing arrangements are obvious; the sole conflict 
aes cape te Ste se ie Gay ob at cure. 

of the block of business are :— 
he year during which the chambers are closed to 
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. The want any i for controlling the conduct of the 
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I will take these causes in order. 

1. The working ¢ of the year are 310, of which the chambers are 
about 205, and closed, except for a very small and special class of 


Thus for one-third of the year business is at a standstill, and the 
services of « staff, costing over £100,000 a year in salaries, go to waste. 
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This does not appear to have been the intention of the Judicature Ag 
of 1873, which provided that all applications requiring prompt or imme. 
diate hearing should be dealt with in vacation. 

Unfortunately, however, it has not been left to the suitor to decide 
whether the prompt decision of his case is important, nor, I believe, have 
any general rules been made on the subject, and, in the result, the amount 
of business done in vacation is cant. 

The following case, which came before us in evidence, illustrates the 
working of the present vacation arrangements. 

In a liquidation ‘‘ involving millions of money,” the liquidator applied 
to Mr. Justice Chitty to allow his chief clerk to give one or two days to 
settle the list of contributories. The application, however, could not be 
taken out of its turn, and it accordingly had to stand over, not only tij] 
its turn was reached, but till after the Long Vacation, when it was con. 
cluded in three days. . 

Persons acquainted with proceedings in liquidation will probably think 
that few matters could require more prompt attention than the settlement 
of the list of contributories to the estate of a bankrupt Joint Stock Com. 
af Limited. 

e loss and hardship inseparable from the postponement of such a 
settlement for four months afford a good example of the cost to the suitor 
of the present vacation close time. 

It would be easy to multiply instances, but the one quoted appears to 
me enough to show the necessity of such a change as will provide for the 
chambers being open to all suitors throughout the year, and for the 
constant attendance of a staff sufficient to deal promptly with the current 
business. 

Against such a change several witnesses argued that the suitor would 
not, in fact, receive any benefit, as he would be unable to induce either 
counsel to advise him or solicitors to appear for him in chambers during 
vacation time. 

This objection is not, to my mind, convincing. There is, of course, in 
chancery, as elsewhere, much work in which despatch is not of import- 
ance, but, on the other hand, there are many cases in which delay brings 
suffering and even ruin to the parties concerned. In such cases it is 
probable that the considerations which induce all other professions to 
adapt their arrangements to the demands of their clients will enable the 
suitor to command the services of counsel and solicitors. Indeed, the 
witnesses admitted that, even at present, most solicitors have a repre- 
sentative in attendance in London throughout the year, and the services 
of competent counsel can easily be obtained if required. 

A second objection was taken to the proposed change—namely, that 
the chamber work is performed under such pressure that the staff requires 
the full amount of vacation afforded by the existing arrangement. The 
chief clerks are, beyond doubt, very hard-worked officials, as are the 
heads of many other departments of the public service, whose vacation 
is just one-half that now enjoyed in the Chancery Chambers. The work 
of the rest of the staff does not appear to be at all excessive. But any 
pressure now existing is the natural result of the attempt to pack the 
work of a year into eight months; it would disappear if the chambers 
were kept permanently open. 

If that were done, and if the more elastic organization recommended 
in the report were adopted, I am convinced that the existing staff, which 
consists of 32 principal officers with salaries of £1,500 and of 100 clerks 
(besides courte) receiving from £100 to £800 a year, each would be more 
than sufficient to deal promptly with all business coming before them 
while retaining the full amount of vacation enjoyed generally throughout 
the Civil Service. 

Of course in any changes affecting the position or duties of the staff 
the rights of existing officers would be retained to them. 

2. The second evil is even more serious, 

The delay caused by the incompetence of some of the persons deputed 
by solicitors to represent them in chambers is such as, in my opinion, to 
demand some attempt at a remedy. 

The solicitor (or clerk) who fails to keep an appointment made before a 
chief clerk, or who attends without having got up the business to be 
done, wastes the time not only of the chief clerk but also of all the 
solicitors (often six or eight) appearing in the case; and each such mis- 
carriage entails a delay of about a month, the time necessary to obtain 4 
fresh appointment. 

The result was thus summarized by one of the most experienced of the 
chief clerks :— ; 

ae — power to prevent delay in chambers rests mainly with the solicitors 
attending. 

‘“‘The best cure for delay would be to require the persons attending to 
be better educated. They are now often inferior clerks who thrust the 
papers into our hands and leave us to do the work. 

‘Not half the persons who attend chambers are qualified solicitors.” 

At present the only check on this abuse is the power of a chief clerk to 
disallow the fee for attendance when nothing has been done to earn it, 
but this disallowance, though it affects the amountof the costs admitted 
by the taxing master, does not reduce the sum actually received by the 
solicitor from his client, nor does it apply to the fees of the solicitors or 
clerks who attend for the other parties in the case. In practice this 
check, if check it can be called, has no appreciable effect. 

A more effective remedy would be found in a rule similar to that 
which prevents a case being argued in court by the barrister’s clerk, of 
Re pneties of motioas Wy 6 m not holding a diploma. ; 

is would also appear to have been the intention of the Jaw, which 
requires 4 man to serve his time and to pass a proscribed examination 
before he can be admitted a solicitor, but the requirement becomes of 
small value if he is allowed to delegate his work to a clerk who has done 
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It has been objected that such a rule would operate hardly on many 
clerks now attending chambers who, although they have neither been 
admitted as solicitors nor passed an examination are, in practice, per- 
fectly competent to conduct the business. There are, no doubt, many 
such persons, but I cannot see why, if their legal attainments are sufficient 
for the conduct of business, they should be unable to pass an examination 
expressly framed to test those attainments. They have probably not 

d the examination because, under the existing system, it was not 
worth their while to do so, 

On the other hand, it is notorious that many persons conducting busi- 
ness in chambers under the existing rules are altogether inefficient, and I 
do not think that an occasional case of individual hardship should be 
allowed to stand in the way of a necessary reform. If a solicitor has 
more business than he can perform in person, he should obtain, and 
charge for, competent assistance, for unless the conduct of i 
in a is in competent hands no possible regulations will ensure 
despatch. 

he wilful obstruction of business for illegitimate purposes is an evil for 
which a complete remedy is impossible, but I think that something may 
be done towards checking the abuse. 

Iu dealing with this part of the subject I desire to disclaim any inten- 
tion of reflecting on the solicitors’ profession. Its representatives are, 
beyond all doubt, a body of Senaeesiie men, discharging with conspicuous 
ability duties of the utmost delicacy and difficulty, for which the existing 
scale of remuneration is, in my opinion, often inadequate. 

On the other hand, a solicitor’s work is necessarily perfurmed under 
conditions which withdraw it from the bracing atmosphere of public 
scrutiny either in court or by the press; and this freedom from criticism 
affords opportunities of which certain unscrupulous practitioners are not 
slow to avail themselves in the illegitimate interests of themselves or of 
their clients. 

It is not only that the costs of necessary proceedings are thus increased ; 
a more serious evil is the power so to obstruct the chamber business as to 
force a suitor to drop or to compromise claims to which there is no answer 
in equity. The perusal of the details of afew cases which were incident- 
ally brought to the notice of the committee, and which are printed in the 
appendix, will show that this is not a fancied evil. It will always be 
difficult, often impossible, to test the bond fides of applications for adjourn- 
ment on one of the various pleas whereby the cham proceedings can 
at present be obstructed almost indefinitely ; but unless some means can 
be devised of mitigating the evil no satisfactory reform of the existing 
system appears practicable. * 

I suggest that the remedy is to be sought not in any increase of the ex- 
tensive power already possessed by the court, but in such arrangements as 
will prevent that iy from falling into disuse. 

The Supreme Court Rules, order 33, rule 9, provide that if, in the 
opinion of the court, there is any undue delay in any proceeding, the 
court may call for explanation of the delay and may make such order 
with regard thereto as the circumstances of the case may require. 

The court has thus ane power of control, but examples of its exercise 
are extremely rare, and although the existence of undue delay is hardly 
denied no attempt appears to have been made to apply systematically the 
controlling powers of the court. 

For this purpose two things are necessary :— 

1. That each chief clerk should be instructed to report to the judge any 
case in which he coasiders that there is unnecessary delay, mse, 
or other impropriety in the conduct of the proceedings in his 
chambers. 

2. That, to enable the judge to act on such report, there should be 
kept in chambers a record of the date of the successive steps in the 
proceedings in each case, of the progress made at each appoint- 
ment, and of the cauce of each adjournment. A copy of the entry 
relating to any case should be obtainable by any person on payment 
of a fixed fee. 

With this record before him a judge will know what is the general 
state of the business in his court or branch, and his attention will be 
drawn to’cases which remain year after year without perceptible progress in 
his chambers. Moreover, such a record, if made accessible to applicants, 
as suggested above, would, for the first time, afford the means of bring- 
ing to bear public scrutiny and comment on cases of abuse or obstruction, 
if such exist, and would be of great assistance in deciding what reforms 
were from time to time required. 

Each judge will thus be in a position to put in action, when needful, 
the ample power of control which he already possesses (in name) under 
the Judicature Act. So long as the power is used with discretion land no 
other use need be feared) it will operate not more in the interest of the 
public than in that of the very large majority of solicitors who have the 
good name of their profession at heart. 

As a layman, I feel great hesitation in making the above suggestions, 
which have not commended themselves to the committee generally, but 
the importance of reform in the direction indicated, though possibly 
with considerable modification of detail, has impressed me so strongly 
during the course of the inquiry, that I have not felt at liberty to sign the 
report without any reference to them. 

Frank Mowarr. 





We have signed the report, but desire to state that we prefer the scheme 
for the distribution of business suggested by Mr. Justice Pearson to that 
adopted by way of preference by the committee. The proposed division 
into branches while requiring, as it is admitted to do, that actions should 
hot be assigned toa cular judge before trial, but only to a branch 
consisting of two judges, has been devised specially with a view to keep- 
ing each chief clerk attached to a particular judge and preserving the 
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only in a particular court. It provides a judge at chambers every day to 
hear, with or without counsel, all applications then ready for hearing (in- 
anes & plications in any action after judgment, whoever may have 
been udge that tried the action), and two courts sitting continuously 


every day to try witness actions with three to dispose of other business, 
Sodieien being that each of the several judges of the Chancery Divi- 
sion should for a convenient period preside in each of the different courts 


and sit at chambers in his turn, an arrangement 

we consider desirable. Further, it renders possible the amalgamation of 
the several chambers with consequent uniformity of procedure and many 
other desirable reforms not otherwise practizable. J. Srma.ixe. 








SOCIETIES. 


THE UNITED LAW CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


ANNIVERSARY Festival. 

The fifty-fourth annive festival of the United Law Clerks’ Society 
was held on Wednesday evening at Willis’s Rooms, the Right Hon. Lord 
Halsbury taking the chair. Amongst the —_— were :— Messrs, J. Addison, 
Q.C., M-P., Gainsford Bruce, Q.C., R. A. Bayford, Q.C., F. Ww. Bush, Q.C., 
A, M. Channell, Q.C., John Clerk, Q.C., F. O. Crump, Q.C., Sir J. P. Deane, 
Q.C., A. R. Jelf, Q.C., A. Kekewich, Q.C., F. W. Maclean, Q.C., M.P., the 
Rev. Dr. Ainger (Reader of the Temple), Messrs. W. F. A. Archibald, Seward 
Brice, W. T. rd, T. E. Bankes, E. J. Castle, W. Croft, G. H. Devon- 
shire, J. H. Devonshire, W. Graham, R. P. Hardy, E. B. Johnstone, Saml. 
Kearns, G. Lewis, R. Melville, R. Oswald, J. W. Phillips, T. J. Pitfield, 
H. Roscoe (Presid: nt of the Incorporated Law Society), C. J. Room, H. E. 
Stansfield, C. C. Scott, Dr. A. Boyle Thompson, C. G. Ww. Trollepe, 
Sidney Woolf, T. Stevens, R. V. Willi W. E. Hume Williams. 


The society was established in the year 1832 by a few managing : 
who had long witnessed with pain the di condition of many of their 
fellow-clerks when deprived of health or labour, and also the 


often endured by their widows and families on their decease. A fund was 
created by smali monthly contributions, out of which relie: was to be afforded 
in sickness, pensions granted to aged and infirm members, and assistance 
given to the families of deceased members. A benevolent fund was also 
founded to assist distressed clerks, whether members or not, their widows 
and families, with small gifte of money, and, undercertain restrictions, this 
assistance is afforded to-all deserving law clerks and their families whose 
distress is the result of unavoidable misfortune. Among the benefits are :— 
A weekly allowance in sickness of £1 Is. ; on payable weekly, varying: 
from 10s, to 14s. ; a payment on a member's death of £50; on the decease 
of a member's wife a ent of £25; to provide members with medical 
advice and medicine. e last ro; pod a the patrons and members 
on the continued success of the society, for although they were not able to 
present so favourable a report as that of last year, still they could announce 
that on the whole the work of the society was ily progressing. The 
society had felt the effect of recent legislative enactments and the rules made 
thereunder affecting conveyancing and other legal business, and the effect 
al-o of the general depression, many members of the profession having been 
compelled to reduce the number of their clerks. The society for many years 
had obtained a ge a sum ey beer B the fees paid by eon am 
taining situatious thro its agency ; but source of income | 

appeared, the amount received last year being Ss. only. Forty-eight new 
members had been admitted during the year. There were now forty-one 
members receiving su uation allowances, thirty-five of them getting 
£36 8s. a-year each. e cost last year wes £1,391 12s, During the year 
fifty-one members had received ee ee ee 21s. —while ill. 
This benefit cost during the year 4s. 6d. The total cost under 
this head for fifty-four years is £16,050 2s 6d. Sixteen members 
and nine members’ wives had died during the , the amount paid 
on this account being £1,015 (above the average). e total amount of such 
claims paid in fifty-four years was £26,866 13s, Lid. The aggregate amount 
of the relief afforded to’ members and others since 1832 had amounted te 
£84,401 Is. 5d. The committee deeply to have to record the death 
of two of the patrons of the society—the of Redesdale and Mr. Justice 


earson, who had both joined the honorary stewards for the t festival. 
Pethe Omar : the health of the Queen, followed by that of 
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burning light which beats upon the throne beats with ten thousand times 
ter force on those who surround the throne in its immediate neighbour- 
And when we saw the members of the Royal family loyally striving 
to do their duty, we did not sufficiently appreciate the value of such an 
example, and the debt of gratitude we owed to them all. 
The toasts having been honoured with the customary loyal enthusiasm, 
The Cuarrman proposed the toast of the evening, ‘‘ Prosperity to the 
United Law Clerks’ Society.”” He congratulated both himself and those who 
were present upon seeing this ample room filled to its capacity, and filled by 
members of the profession to which it had been his great pride and pleasure 
to belong. He never felt himself so much at home as when he found himself 
among those with whom he had been, in a certain sense, at home all his life. 
He wished for their own sake, as well perhaps for the sake of the profession, 
that the outside world knew as much shout the profession as did the members 
of it, because in that event he thought they would be able better to 
appreciate the extent of their obligations to them, When things worked 
Mp 2 ana smoothly, they were taken as a matter of course. 
Nobody was grateful that the sun rose, when it did condescend 
to rise in this climate, because it was of course. And s0 it 
had always occurred to him that the administration of justice in this count: 
was something like one of those wonderful and magnificent machines, wi 
its arms of steel and heart of fire, working its way, and almost working with 
human intelligence, but all depending upon the accuracy with which it had 
been manufactured, and the precision with which each part was enabled to 
work with the rest of it. A single screw loose, a nut off, might prevent 
the machine working, and might reduce the whole thing to a mass 
of ruin. And if it were not that each member of the iegal profession, in his 
vocation, contributed to the harmonious working of the whole, he thought 
the outside world would then begin to appreciate what it would be not to be 
able to rely upon a profession such as it was their proud privilege to belong 
to. He remembered some five-and-twenty years ago—and perhaps they 
would think it strange when he told them what he was about to relate, that 
he should select an example of bad faith, a breach of trust, to point the moral 
which he wished tv enforce—but he remembered some five-and-twenty years 
ago being counsel in a case in which the possession of very large estates 
indeed was dependent upon the fact as to whether an estate tail had been 
properly . A clerk who had had the custody of certain deeds had 
‘ound out a blot in the title, and conveying his information to one of those 
delightful societies which he (the Chairman) would rather not characterise, 
an action of ejectment was brought against persons who had been in posses- 
sion for something like half a century, and who had paid every farthing of the 
urchase-money for that p . Nevertheless, the defect in the title, 
it been established, would have been fatal to their right to possess the 
property. The point of the anecdote had no reference to the ultimate result 
of the case, but he might tell them that the gentleman had only half learned 
his lesson, and had not really understood that the plaintiff in ejectment had 
to make out his own case first before he called upon his adversary to prove 
his case. He failed, and was non-suited. But that was by the way. The 
point of the anecdote was this—how many an opportunity of that sort must 
have existed in this country, but how rarely had the opportunity been taken 
advantage of by a faithless clerk. During the course of a somewhat active 
professional life, it was the first and only instance that he had ever known of 
professional confidence having been betrayed, and when one thought of the 
opportunities which, in the ordinary practice and conduct of the profession, 
it was impossible to guard against, and when it was remembered that if 
the blue bags of all the clerks in the profession were examined 
and exposed to the scrutiny, say of the London correspondent of a provincial 
newspaper, where would be the security of title, the peace of families, 
the harmony of domestic life, but for the unspeakable honour of the profes- 
sion to which he belonged? The confidence reposed by everybody in his 
lawyer had never been, so far as he knew, to any extent betrayed, and our 
liyes, our properties, and that which would, perhaps, with many families, be 
ued more than life or property—the reputation andthe honour in which 
they had been held—were confided with perfectsecurity, not only to the heads 
of firms, but to those who faithfully kept the secrets of their employers, and 
were, as he had said, as neces:ary adjuncts of the great profession of the law 
as the screw to which he had compared them, or as the minor, though not less 
important, parts of that great machine, the administration of justice in this 
country. Having said so much about the value of the profession to the out- 
side world—that was to say, to all those who were not of the profession—he 
must eay a word of the value of the institution in whose honour they were 
met together this evening. He was afraid he was bound to admit that, what- 
ever the profession might think of themselves, what he had just described 
was not the estimation in which they were held by everybody else. For a 
considerable period in the literature of fiction the widhel aabtueny had been 
a favourite vhlain, and of course all that depended upon him or formed 
of his professional arrangements partgok of his general wickedness and 
malignity. In somewhat later times the idea of the wicked barrister had 
rather and it seemed to him that modern writers of fiction never 
ceased to apply their energies in depicting the barrister who was entirely 
peacoat eg and the night before hearing from the murderer in his private 
room he had committed the murder, was disposed the next day to atiri- 
bute to his nearest and dearest friend that he was the guilty party. Those 
were the pleasant fictions which poate read, and which were bound in three 
volumes, and more or lees read by the general public; but, as a matter of 
, the members of the profession, and more particularly its humbler 
members, must take care of themselves, because he was afraid that if they did 
that being the sort of outside feeling about the profession, nobody else 
take care of them, and they were in a more special manner, therefore, 
to look after each other. They were at all events bound together by 
of union of mutual respect and regard which he unfeignedly said 
case, and he believed it was true of nine-tenths of the members 
profession, embraced each member from the barrister to the junior 





clerk of the solicitor with whom he had ever come in contact. It would, 
perhaps, be a very undesirable thing for other reasons if members of the 

rofession should be taught to look outside for sympathy. The ordinary 
Feeling, the true feeling, of self-help and self-defence, as in every other 
profession, ought to make itself felt. But the membership of this institution 
involved no sacrifice of self-respect or independence. ch man became 
a member and provided by his subscription for the future contingencies, when 
it might be that failing health and advancing years, which, sooner or later, 
came to gll of them, and, in the case of the humbler members of the 
profession, carrying with it unfortunately failing means, involved the 
necessity of making some provision for that period of life which, as he had 
said, sooner or later came upon And he was happy to believe that, in 
the profession generally, there was that sort of feeling of clanship, of 
association—call it what they would—which made us all desirous to help 
those who exhibited a sturdy desire to help themselves. In saying those 
words that they were all desirous of helping each other, he could not er 
referring to two losses which they had recently experienced in the deat 
of the late Chairman of Committees ef the House of Lords and the late 
Mr. Justice Pearson. Of the noble earl who had for so long presided over 
the private business in this country with untainted honour and the firm 
determination to do right, he would only say that those who had only known 
him as an objector to private Bills, insisting upon everything being heard 
with the utmost punctiliousness, they had only known the half—and 
perhaps not the most amiable half—of the man; they had known his firm 
determination to do right, they had known less his kindly and affable nature. 
With respect to Mr. Justice Pearson, he had to speak of him as an old and 
dear friend, one who had made his mark as one of those great judges who 
show what an English judge can be, both in his knowledge of jurisprudence, 
but more than in his independent determination to do right; it was 
impossible to speak with too great sorrow. Both these gentlemen would 
have been stewards on the present occasion, but death had deprived the 
festival of their countenance. And now he would like to say one word 
—perhaps not the most encouraging word of all—about the constitution of 
the society. The society was one of those institutions which was placed, 
he believed, upon a sound basis, but which necessarily from its 
nature, as time went on, had larger and larger draughts upon its 
funds. The society had endured for more than a century, 
and from time to time it bad been able to gather together funds 
adequate to meet all their liabilities; at the same time it was impossible 
not to observe that, as time went on, time itself was against them as their 
liabilities enlarged, and as they would culminate in the necessity of providing, 
as they did most nobly provide, for the sick and the suffering, for those who 
had lost their main support, and for those who were only temporarily disabled. 
In proportion as their numbers increased, so in proportion would the neces- 
sity of providing for those exigencies increase; and though he wished to 
speak in no disparaging tones, and he would not—nay, he could not—despair 

mg as he saw such a gathering as this; but it mustbe remembered, on the 

other hand, that law was a luxury, and it was only in times of good and 
prosperous condition of all trades that law flourished ; and the law, like 
every other luxury, had been suffering depression, which had invaded a 
great many homesteads from which before suffering was absent. Under 
these circumstances it was their duty to themselves and to the profession to 
take care that that great profession should not be unprovided for in times of 
depression and distress, Je had thought it right to mention their circum- 
stances to them, not to disco eat energy in the conduct of the good 
cause, because their presence to-night was a sufficient ntee for that, but to 
make known to others who were not here that if they wished to aid and 
assist that great profession, there was no better investment for the future 
benefit of the profession than the Law Clerks’ Association, the health of 
which he had the honour to propose. 

The health was drunk upstanding, and with three times three, . 

Sir J. P. Deane, Q.C., pro the health of the chairman, remarking 
that it had been his good fortune for many years to be connected with him, 
and referring to his career in the profession, speaking of him in eulogistic 
terms 


The toast was cordially received, and with great cheering, 

The Cuareman returned thanks in a few genial sentences, and expressed 
the hope that the good fecling he had always borne to the profession would 
continue as long as he lived. 

Mr. Garnsrorp Bavce, Q.C., proposed the toast of “The Bench, the 
Bar, and the Profession.” He said the bench were a body of men entitled in 
every way to our respect. They were a body of men who, for their learning, 
for their independence, for their high character, for their earnest desire to do 
justice, were not s by any body of public servants. There was 20 

nglishman who was not proud of the traditions of the English bench, and 
there was no one present who would not say that those who now sat upon the 
bench were worthy of the name and fame of those who had gone before 
them. For the present judges the society should have the warmest esteem, 
for there were few of those who were now occupants of the bench who had 
not done the society the honour at one time or another of presiding at their 
annual festival, showing how aay they were interested in it. The pro- 
fession of the law in all its branches was a profession of which they might 
well be proud. There was no branch of the profession in the discharge of 
the duties of which they would not find full employment for the mind, in the 
honourable discharge of which they would not find full discipline for the 
moral character, and in which they would not have an opportunity of con- 
ferring the greatest and the highest benefits upon those whose character oF 
whose pro might be intrusted to their care, They sometimes heard of 
attacks upon the profession. Let them never forget that the profession existed 
for the public, and just in proportion as it served the public welfare, so it was 
discharging its high duty. If they wished to protect and defend the profession, 
let every man in the profession, whatever his rank, take care that he should 
studiously discharge his duty, that he should have a punctilious regard to 
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honour, and then he feared not from what quarter attacks might come—then 
the profession, root and branch, would flourish for ever. 

Mr. Vaveuan WItL1aMs responded for the bar. He observed that there 
was one respect in which a junior was peculiarly qualified to return thanks 
on behalf of the bar. Juniors were brought very much in contact with the 
clerks, and thus they found themselves p under obligations to the 
members of the profession who were clerks in the profession. He was 
sorry to say, that time after time it occurred that one had to trespass on 
their patience and their good nature when they were kept waiting at judges’ 
cham and other things of that sort. "When he thought of the wonderful 
kindness with which one was treated in that he felt that the junior 
bar really had a great deal to thank the clerks in the profession for. More 

than that, when one remembered that business had to be done at judges’ 

chambers a in the greatest hurry, and when there were no vouchers 
or papers, and they had to take the statements of the clerks, his experience 
was that they ought always to receive these statements in perfect confidence 
and security that they would turn out to be well founded, and they might 
act upon them, and they never found themselves deceived. He was delighted 
to see that the profession was united. They all felt bound togetber ; they 
all felt that union was strength, and at this time and in these days it was 

a great thing, and people should recognise that union was strength. 

Mr. H. Roscoz (President of the Incorporated Law Society) returned 
thanks on behalf of the solicitor branch of the profession. Without attempt- 
ing to place the solicitors on a par with the bar, he claimed that they had an 
important position to fill in the great legal world, and he trusted and believed 
in his heart that in that position they did their duty to society, and that 
they were of use in the generation in which they were born. He would not 
go further than that, but he thought that so far he should carry them with 
him. Although the solicitors ceded the higher ition to the bar, he 
thought that the bar would find it difficult to do without them. Although 
when it came to fighting out the cases in court the solicitors stood aside, and 
let the bar do that work for them—and he for one should be very glad that 
that work should be always done by the bar—he thought that the bar 
would admit that they were to a very t extent indebted for the instruc- 
tions they received to the solicitors, and that without them they would be in 
very great difficulty in dealing with their cases. But he would say further, 
that if solicitors were without their clerks, they would be in still 
difficulty. There was no solicitor present who would not admit that if he 
and those whom he represented were not faithful, were not intelligent, and 
were not to be trusted in the way they were trusted, that the solicitors 
would be in as great a difficulty without them as the barrister would be 
without the solicitor. In fact, they were all members of one great body, and 
they worked into one another's hands, and he trusted they did so, not in the 
interests of themselves only, but also in the great interests of the profession 
to which they belonged ; and that they did so in a straightfo honour. 
able, and intelligent manner. It was only on that ground that they were 
entitled to the kind consideration they received from their clients, and after 
all the public were their clients, and knowing as they did that these clients 
placed the most implicit reliance upon their solicitors, and oa their most 
cherished interests unreservedly in the hands of their solicitors, and that 
those solicitors necessarily and without hesitation placed those same interests in 
the hands of their clerks, he asserted that that spoke highly, not only for the 
solicitor branch of the profession, but also for the clerks they employed, and 
whom they trusted as they would one another. He had had considerable 
experience of law clerks, and in his experience he had never known an 
instance in which a clerk had been found guilty of betraying any trust that 
had been reposed in him, They did their duty manfully, and honourably, 
and intelligently. 

At this point Lord Halsbury was compelled to leave to keep an engage- 
ment, and the chair was taken by Sir J. P. Deangz, Q.C. 

Mr. W. Granam proposed the health of the honorary stewards. When 
be cast his eye over the list of stewards the first thing which struck him 
was, that a society with such names must be doing good and useful work ; 
snd, secondly, that a society which was receiving the active support of such 
men, ought to receive the active support of the entire profession. 

Mr. F. O. Crump, Q.C., returned thanks. He said he was one of the five 
arbitrators appointed to the society; but its affairs were so well 
that there were no disputes, and, consequently, no work for the arbitrators, 
= “ay might be said to have as proud a past as apy society in this great 
metropolis. 

Mr. F. W. Mactan, Q.C., M.P., in a humorous speech proposed the 
health of the ladies, Gt 

Mr. A. Kexewicn, Q.C., returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 

Donations and subscriptions were announced to the amount of £400. 

A selection of music was performed under the direction of Mr. Wilhelm 
Ganz, assisted by Miss Amy Sherwin, Miss Alice Fairman, Mr. Bernard 
Iane, and Mr. Egbert Roberts, Mr. Henry Parker acting as conductor. Mr. 
Harker was the toastmaster. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


The annual general court was held on Friday week, Mr. John Boodle, 
ie-quldent, in the chair, when the following report was submitted :— 

1. The directors have the pleasure of submitting to the members of the 
Law Association a report of their proceedings and the accounts for the 
past twelve months. 

2. The directors have considered thirty-three cases of the rimary 
class, and have distributed amongst them the aggregate sum of ef 280 

3. They have also considered numerous applications of the secondary or 
non-members’ class which have come before them, end they have dis- 
tributed the sum of £100 placed at their disposal amongst eleven cases, 


their disposal for distribution amongst the cases of non-members for the 
e ear. 

4. “oe have the pleasure to report that they have received 
towards the funds of the association a further donation of £5 5s. from 
Messrs. Young, Jackson, & Beard. 

5. The several investments now belonging to the association are as 
follows :—viz., 





New Three Per Cents. . . ° ° : - £22,480 11 9 
Three Cent. Consola ., e ° fs ° 2,000 0 0 
Three Cent. Reduced . + «+ « - 2,000 0 0 
India Four per Cents... . . Mae Cen 465 13 2 
Great Indian Peninsular Railway Stock . ‘ 2,500 0 0 
East Indian Railway Company (Annuity ClassB.) 6,837 10 0 
£36,283 14 11 

6. The dividends received during Be pet year from these investments 

amounted to £1,234 1s. 7d. and wii 12s , the amount received for the 


like period in respect of annual su and £5 5s. donation, make 

oe eed eee al the association ivable from these sources 

Sgt wth dey mtn dating te 
e ve 


t year, of the following members of — 
Bay , Mr. Ralph Thomas, Mr. Frederic Boyle, Mr. L. C. Smyth, 
Mr. Bransby Wm. Powys, and Mr. Henry Tylee (who was one of your 
directors). 
8. Tae teases are sorry to state that only a very few members have 
ae the association during the past year, and that it only needs a 
ttle personal effort on the part of individual members in 
the objects of the association, and in inviting professional friends to 
become subscribers, to obtain a large addition to the list of members to 
this ee association, and way! enable the 
larger grants to the numerous applicants for assistance. 
9. By the regulations of the the president, vice- t, 
, directors, and auditors for the ensuing year are to be elected 


at the present 6 

10. In conclusion, directors cannot but feel that the dings of 
past years are well calculated to im on tho tintin of Cie tungetine 
of the association a strong feeling in favour of its continued 
and the only reward they desire for their exertions in this charitable work 
is the approbation of the members at large, and general activity and zeal 
in promoting the interests of this truly benevolen 
association. 


SS , 
————— 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Forsss, Q.C., has been a ted Soliciter-General for the 
County Palatine of Durham, in su to Mr. Gainsford Bruce, Q.C., 
who has been appointed Attorney-General of the County Palatine, Mr. 
Forbes is the third son of Mr. James Forbes, of Aberdeen. He was born 
in 1838, and was educated at the University of Aberdeen. He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1862, when he obtained 
an © studentship. Mr. Forbes is a member of the North-Eastern 
Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1881, and he isa bencher of 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Mr. Wriu1am Lampert Dosson, Chief Justice of Tasmania, has received 
the honour of Knighthood. Sir W. Dobson is the eldest son of Mr. John 
Dobson, solicitor, of Hobart Town, and was born in 1833. He was called 
to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1856, where he 
obtained a certificate of honour of the first class. From 1861 till 1870 he 
was a member of the House of Assembly. He became Crown 
solicitor for Tasmania, and he was three times in office as Attorney- 
General. He became a puisne judge in 1870, and Chief Justice of 
Tasmania in 1884. 


Mr. Srpnzy Gopotrnin ALEXANDER Surpparp, D.C.L., has been created 
a Commander of the Order of St. Michael and St. 


. Mr. Shippard 
is the eldest son of Captain William Shi and was in 1838. He 
is a D.C.L. of Hertford College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in ‘erm, 1867. He was Attorney-General of 


Griqualand West from 1876 till 1882, when he was appointed a en 
judge of the Supreme Court of the Cape Colony. He acted as British 
commissioner on the joint Anglo-German ion in South Africa, 
and he was appointed administrator and chief of British 


Bechuanaland in 1885. 
Mr. Joun Wottaston Montrorp, solicitor (of the firm of Southern & 
Montford), of Ludlow, has been ted Clerk to the County Magis- 


Se & Sa Mr. Montford was admitted a solichor in 
Mr. Writram Txomas Hanrcvr, solicitor, of Norwich and Bungay, has 
been appointed Solicitor to the Norwich Union Life Insurance Society, in 
succession to the late Mr. Edward Field. Mr. Hartcup was educated at 
Rugby. He was admitted a solicitor in 1872, and he is in partnership 
with his father, Mr. William Hartcup. 


Mr. Parricx Cumin, barrister, Secretary to the Committee of the 
Council on Education, has been created a Civil Com of the 
Order of the Bath. Mr. Cumin is the eldest son of Dr. William Oumin, 
and was born in 1824. He was educated at Balliol College, Oxford, where 
he graduated third class in Mathematics in 1845. He was 


: 





and recommend to the general court that a sum of £250 be placed at 


! 
5F 


bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 1855. He was 
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Scotch Education Commission in 1867, and he was private secre’ to 
the late Mr. Forster when vice-president of the Committee of Council on 
Education. He became assistant-secretary to the department in 1871, 
and secretary in 1884. 


Mr. ALExanpER Pzarce, deputy-registrar of the Palatine Court of 
Lancaster for the Liverpool District, has been appointed Registrar of the 
Palatine Court of Lancaster for the Preston District, in succession to the 
late Mr. Edward Gilbertson. 


Mr. Rircnarp Henn Corrs, Q.C., and Mr. Joun Cuanues Bicuam, Q.C., 
have been elected Benchers of the Middle Temple. 


Mr. Epmunp Henry Wopegnovse, barrister, has been appointed an 
Assistant-Secretary to the Local Government Board. Mr. Wodehouse is 
the fifth son of the Rev. Thomas Wodehouse, and was born in 1837. He 
was educated at Christ College, Oxford, where he graduated second class in 
Classics in 1859, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary 
Term, 1863. He was for several years an inspector of schools, and he has 
been an inspector for the Local Government Board since 1871. 


Mr. Tuzopore Cracrorr Horr, barrister, C.S.I., C.I.E., has been 
created a Knight Commander of the Order of the Star of India. Sir T. 
Hope is the only son of Dr. James Hope, and was born in 1832. He 
was educated at Rugby and at Haileybury College, and he has been a 
member of the Bombay Civil Service since 1853. He was called to the 
bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1866. He was a member of the 
council of the Governor-General of India from 1875 till 1880, and he was 
appointed minister for public works in 1882. He was created a com- 
panion of the Order of the Star of India in 1877, and a commissioner of 
the Order of the Indian Empire in 1880. 

Mr. Henry Jounston, advocate, has been appointed Counsel to her 
Majesty’s Woods and Forests in Scotland. 

Mr. Ricuarp Nicnoias Howarp, solicitor, of Weymouth and Portland, 
has received the honour of Knighthood. Sir R. Howard was admitted a 
solicitor in 1855. He is coroner for the Island of Portland. He was for 
several years an alderman for Weymouth, and he is now serving the 
office of mayor. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Wituram Jaq ves, Cxartes Epwarp Layton, and Wittiam Jaqugs, jun., 
solicitors and parliamentary agents, 8, Ely-place, London, so far as 
regards the said Charles Edward Layton. May 31, 

[ Gazette, June 1.] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





APPEAL CoURT APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 1. No. 2. V. C. Bacon. "Kay. 
Mon.,June 7 Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. King Mr. Carrington 
Tues ......... 8 Clowes Pugh Farrer Jackson 
= esovseces d ° Jackson nee sing Saiagweo 
ureday.. Carrington Pug! ‘arrer ackson 
Friday ...... 11 Pugh Lavie i Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cc . NORTH. STIRLING. 
Monday, June ........... 7 Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Leach Ward Koe 
Wednesday Beal Pemberton Clowes 
Thursday . Leach Ward Koe 
Friday é Beal Pemberton Clowes 


The Whitsun Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 12th day of June, and 
terminate on Tuesday, the 15th day of June, 1886, both days inclusive. 





QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Continued from page 459.) 
New TrRiaL PapER’ 
¥oa Argument, 

Set down 220d February, 1886 Gloucester Vimpany v Nelm’s and anr Mr 

HD Greene Justice Wills 
Set down 23d February, 1886 Liverpool (Liverpool D R) Pablic Loan and 

Discount Co, 1d v Danson MrC Dodd Justice Grantham 
—- ~% Februiry, 1886 Middlesex Kesrnsy Smith MrBruce Justice 

a 

Set down 26th February, 1886 Middlesex Dredge vy Phippard & anr Justice 


Grove 

Set down 26th February, 1886 Liverpool Darlow, Assignee, & v Bond & anr 
by original action, Bynd & anr v Darlow & anr by conntercliim Mr H Reed 
Justice Grantham 

Set down 26:h February, 1886 Chester Twiss, Exor, &) v Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Accijent Insurance Co, 1d Mr.:C Higgins Baron Pollock 

Set down 27th February, 1836 Liverpool (Liv-rpool DR) Critcaley v B-owa- 

asd at ag Justice Grantham 

own 27th Februa'y, 1886 Liverpool Langton v Lancashire and Yorkehire 

Ry Co Mr Bigham % ustica Gusto : 

Set down 27th February, 1886 Derby Hops v Evered Mr Buezard Justice 


Set down Ist tere 1886 Middlesex Mac Dougal vy Knight &anr Mr Fooks 


Baron H 
Set down lst Maro, 1986 Maidstone Yates v South Eastern Ky Co Mr Willis 


i 


Justice 


——— 


Set down 1st March, 1886 Manchester Haworth v Taylor Mr Walton Justice 


Day 

Set down 2nd of March, 1886 Liverpool Bennett v Hughes & anr Mr Gally 
Justice Grantham 

Set down 2nd March, 1886 —— Bencke & Co & ors v Anglo-Australasiay 
Steam Navigation Co,!d Mr Kennedy Justive Day 

Set down 4th March, 1886 Bodmin Truscott v Co-operative Insurance Co, ld 
Mr Foote Justics Grove 

Set down 5th March, 1886 Winchester Gilbert & anr v Corporation of Trinity 
House Sir W Phillimore Justice Grove 

ons ee 5th March, 1886 Middlesex Bliss v Sherwood Mr Crump Justiog 

awkins 

Set down 8th March, 1886 Rept of C M Roupell, Esq, Sheffield v Ratocliffs Mr 
C Dodd Official Referee 

Set down 9th March, 1886 Middlesex Commercial Bank of Scotland and ors y 
Head Mr ee Justice Manisty 

Set down 9th ch, 1886 Birmingham Atkins & oravGWRyCo Mr Jel 
Justice Wills 

Set down 10th March, 1886 Lincoln Patrick, by next friend, v Ellerby Mr 
Graham Justice Manisty 

Set down 12th March, 1886 Rept of C M Roupell, Esq Garsin v Reinhardt 
Mr Rose-[ones Official Referee 

Set down 12th March, 1886 Middlesex Fraser v Challis Mr B F Williams 
Baron Huddleston Motion for jadgment to be argued with this motion 

Set down 15th March, 1886 Nottingham Green v Salkeld & anr Mr Bell 
Justice Manisty 

Set down 16th March, 1886 Middlesex MHulsekopf v Aerated Bread Cold Sir 
R Webster Justice Manis: 

Set down 17th March, 1886 Middlesex Baird v South Lond Tramways Co 
Mr Kemp Baron Huddleston 

Set down 17th March, 1886 Middlesex Penfold v Grosvenor Bank Id & ors 
Mr Marphy Right Hon Sir James Hannen 

anaes 19th March, 1886 Middlesex Bryce v Rusden Sir J Gorat Baron 


Set down 25th March, 1886 Middlesex Ibberseon vy Neck Mr H Collins 
Baron Huddleston 
on Soe March 1886 Middlesex Wyeth v Kelly MrG Bruce LC Jof 


ng 

Set down 30th March 1886 Middlesex Beningfield v Kynastonm Mr Willis 
Justice Hawkins 

Set down 16th April 1886 Middlesex Pike, Sons & Cov Ongley &anr Mr 
Winch Justice Manisty 

Set down 16th April 1886 Middlesex Bowring & Co & ora v Roborts & ors 
Mr E Clarke for deft W Roberts Right Hon Sir James Hannen 

Set down 16th April, 1886 Middlesex Power, Bros, & Co v Roberts and ors 
Mr E Clark for dft Roberts Right Hon Sir James Hannen 

Set down 17th April 1886 Middlesex Cohen & Sans v Waller & Sons MrH 
Collins Justice Manisty 

Set down 19th April 1886 Midd'esex SS Southwold Cold v Simson Bros Mr 
Lockwood Justice Manisty 

Set down 19:h April 1886 Middlesex Huxley v W London Extension Ry Go 
Pit in person LC J of England 

See motion to set off costs. 

Set down 19th April 1886 Middlesex Pfeffer & Wife v Mid'and Ry Co Mr 
Oswald LC J of England 

Set down 2lst April 1886 Middlesex Mott v Felbermaon Mr B Rowland 


Justice Day 
Set down 28th April 1886 Middlessx Moore v The Explosives Co ld & ors 
Mr Marphy firde‘t Co Justice Denman 
Set down 28th April 1886 Middlesex Same v Same Mr Moulton for defts 
Justice Denman 
Crown Papzr. 
For Argument. 
(Continued from page 460.) 
Northumberland, fynemouth The Queen v Lurnbull, E:q, & anr, Jj, &o Nisi 
for certiorari for conviction Ex pur’e Moore 
Middlesex, Clerkeawell Taylor v Cooper & Keniall & anr County court Plt’s 
motion to set aside decree HH Judgsa Eddis 
Radnorshire The Queen v Churchwardens of Parish of Presteign Nisi for 
mandamus to assembie vestry Ex parte Reynolds 
Essex, Harwich Parsons v Hargreaves (Biaiberg olmnt) Couoty Court Mota 
to enter judgt furclmnt H H Judge Abdy 
London ‘The Queen v Juige of City of London Court & Dittmar Nisi for pro- 
hibition to enforce —. of coa's on higher scale Ex parte Beard 
Devonshire, Exeter Perry & aurv Channell & ors County Court Dits’ mota 
to dismiss motn H H Judge Giffsrd 
Peterborough Lilley vy Mayor, &c, of Peterborough Magistrate’s case 
Warwickshire, Birmingham Sutton & anr v Card County Court 
enter judgt for plts H H Judge Chalmers 
London Hyde v Walker Mayor’sCourt Plt’s motn for new trial 
ae Clerkenwell Bluck v Mather County Court Plt’s motn to vary 
jadgt 
Merionethshire, Corwen Jones v Lloyd & anr Couaty Court Motn to enter 
jadgt for plt or new trial ; 
Middlesex, Clerkenwell Eaton v Cripps County Court C Harcourt’s motioa 
against refusal to make charging order 
Warwickehire, Aloester be x & Son v Ratsliff County Court Motn to enter 
judgt for ait or new trial H Judge 
Cardiff Turner vJohnston Magistrate's case ° 
Cornwall, Truro Coode &anrv Johns & aor County Court Motion to enter 
judgment for plts fur £6 3s. 6d. H H Judge Beere 
London The Queen v Rector of Parish of St Peter, Cornbill Nisi for manda- 
mus to select vestry clerk 
Manchester Owen's College v Overseers of Chorlton on Medlook Quarter 
Sessions 12 & 13 Vict c 45, 6 11 
Surrey, Chertsey Alexander & ors v Drewott & ors County Court Mota to 
enter judgt for plts or new trial H H Judge Lash' o ‘ 
Suffullk Kingerlee v Surveyors of the Highways, Norton Quarter Sessions 
Nisi to quash o:ders : 
Lancashire, Ashton under Lyne & Stalybridge Bromley v Cavendish Spinning 


Mota to 





Co ld County Court Motn to enter non-suit or jadgt for defts H H Judge 
Hughes 





86. 





Justice 
fr Gully 
tralasian 
be Co, Id 
Trinity 

Tustios 
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Middlewx, Bow Fulda v Wilkinson & Co County Court app agst dismissal 
of action H H Judge Prentice 

Herthasberient Oubridge v Stephenson & ors, Jj’s, &> Quarter Sessions Nisi 
to quash 

Lenten Legon v Surrey Commercial Dock Co Mayor’s Court plt’s app for 
pcan diniy: Mepetetnnt. ptbemetnn 

rance v Allsop Mayor’s 8 app 

Midlecer, Shoreditch Freeman and Wife v North Me: , aa Co County 
Court ie 8 nad for jadet HH Judge Prentice 

Lancashire, W: oFarlane v Royal London Friendly Soc County Court 
pit’s app for jadgt, & H H Indge Ffoulkes 

Birmingham arkerv Inge Magistrate’s case 

Southampton The Qaeen v Inhabitants of the County of Southampton Indict- 
ment deft’s nisi for new trial tried before Mr Justice S at Bristol 

Same SamevSame Same Prosesutor’s nisi for new tri 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Humphries & Sons v Ratcliffe & Co County Court 
plt’s app for judgt or new trial 

Glamorgaoshire Stuchberry v Spencer Magistrate's case 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES, 
Jornt Stock Cosmpaneme. 
LIMITED IN CHANCER 

G. E. FropDsSHAM AND COMPANY, LIMITED. —Petition for winding aS presented 
May 24, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on June 5. Whitfield, Finsbury 
pavement, solicitor for the petitioner 

OLD CAERGWRLE ForGE Company, LImITED.—Chitty, J., has, by an > yd dated 
April 15, appointed Thomas Eli Gibson, Orowe. to be official quid: 

OLIVER AND CoMPANY, LiMITED.—Chitty, J., has, by an ones < dated April 16, 
appointed Roderick Mackay, 8, i . to be offi liquidato: 

=. Ln AND COMPANY etition for winding w) presented May 

o be heard aon 2 Ohitty,. J.,onJune 5. Behren ucklersbury, 

sclicitor for the titioner 
UTH DURHAM BREWERY Company, LIMITED.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented May 25, directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on June5. Indermaur and 
rong Chancery-lane, agents for Mallard, Birmingham, solicitor for the ad 
tioner 

ToMLIN PATENT HoRSHOE COMPANY, LIMITED.—Petition for winding w "preven 
May 21, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on June 5. ym on at 

Old Broad st, solicitor for the petitioners e, May 28.] 
ay 


JoHN BuckTROUT, LimITED.—Kay, J., has, by an order dated manent 19, appointed 
Theodore Brooke J: ones, Leeds, to be official liquidator 
LIVET AND CoMPaNy, LIMITED. —By an order e by Chitty, pe dated May 22. 
it was ordered that the company be wound up. Munns anti Longden, Old 
Jewry, solicitors for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, June 1.) 


Y¥ SocreTres D 
QoLNEIS HUNDRED goamn le Half. Moon Inn, Walton, St Suffolk. ay 3 2t 
LEAVENGREAVE WORKMEN’S CLUB, Leavengreave, 
NorTHERN LIGHT LODGE, INDEPENDENT ORDER OF DRUIDs, Grapes "Fotel, Monk- 
wearmouth, Durham. May 20 
Uxzesp BROTHERS FRIENDLY SocretTy, New Church Schoolroom, Culcheth, Lan- 
r. a 
Vioronts Lopas, UNITED ORDER OF FREE GARDENERS, Swan Inn, Tunstall, Staf- 
or 
WIiNsLOW HAND-IN-HAND BENEFIT SOCIETY, Nag’s Head Inn, Winslow, Bucks. 
May 21 (Gazette, May 28.) 
SUSPENDED FoR THREE MONTHS. 
LireraRy InsTtruTion SIcK AND FUNERAL Society, Liberal Club, Market st, 
Royton, nr Oldham, Lancaster. May 24 
ag aig? — FRIENDLY Society, Cricketer’s Arms, Old Basford, Notting- 
a 


~ VOLUNTEER Sick Soorety, Working Men’s Institute, Carlton, Nottingham. 
ay 
SWALWELL REAL INDEPENDENT TENT OF RECHABITES FRIENDLY SOCIETY, School- 
room, Swalwell, Durham. M 
[ Gazette, May 28.) 





ay 24 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Guuzrr, WILLIAM, Halvergate, Norfolk, Gent. June 18. Holt v Gillett, Bacon, 
V.C. Tillett, Norwich 
Bucrtoy, Nag a oe Southampton, Horse Dealer. June 17. Kerley v Hampton, 
Breas, Kone, Morfa toate Neen, Carnarvon. June 16. Parry v Hughes, Kay, J. 


JoNRs, a3 PHOMAS hen, Caronisclawdd, Cardigan, Farmer. June 21. Daniel v 
Daniel, Chitty, J. Lloyd, Lampeter 


RACE, Davies s' Dotey sq. June 21. Bevinglon v Ba Back Bese, 


LILLICRAPP 
Le O. Ree Recves We Warwick st, 
(Gazette. May 25. 
JAMES, Conbridge, Tailor. June 29. Matheson v Bainbridge, 


BaInBRIDG: 
prorth, 3 J. Was ayman, Cam — 
UXTON, Y, + on 
7 Shepheard, Flaatawy er. June 22. Crickmer v Buxton, Pearson, 


Movriyan, sco Souk Tuomas TupoR, Richme Richmond. Surrey, Soli 
12, Hodgkinnos 5 tiotnee es tT Lincoln's: 


( Gasette, Mi 
Parry, Sipnzy, M I Lieutenan 
A Noe a on oe amen Oct 1. Parry m8 
(Gazette, June 1.) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT, CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


BaxtEe ine Entick st, Mile End Old Town, Gent, June 24. King, Ab- 
BATEMAN Schol Y¥ R 
Noo Northeste Ola} schon; Cleckheaton, Yorks, Gent. June 1. Douthwaite, 





Cranks, THomas, Cogshall, Chester, Esq. June2i. Green and Dixon, North- 
Sones fe Wins, Live Lfverpsol, Garg Owner, i J yay Priest Liverpool 

OPPLESTONE, 21. 

CrossLEY, Ratpu, Milnthorpe, Sandal Magna, ts R, my 

ant Co, Wanna’ 
Dore, J. AMES Loudoun Hall, St John’s Wood. June 30. Lake and Co, 
he A 

Evans ILLIAM CULVERWELL, Gloucester, Auctioneer. Bretherton and Son, 
Ph — Rev Joun, LL.D., Skelton, York. July 1. Maxsted and Gibson, 


» Gounve. jiie Gomersal, York, Joiner. June 1. Douthwaite, 
Hassan fev Jastes, Toxteth Liverpool. June 22. Laces and Co, Li ee 
Hicks, Wixt1aM L; armor HoLexas, New Bond st, Court Goart Gostumier. une 


30. Tatham and Sons. Stay Staple inn 
ILLINGWORTH, HELEN, Hove, Sussex. July 1. 
KNOWLES, RICHARD Martin, College rd, ith 

son 5 Co, —— Friars Maker, J pid Save , 

ARNET. Liverpool, Cigar +‘ ‘une 22. Masters and Rogers, Liverpoo! 
Lusn, JAMES KELLEWAY, Donhead 8 it Mary, Wilts, Brewer. July 24. Robins, 


bury 
a Se Wess, Donhead St Mary, Wilts, Brewer. July 24. Robins, 
a ury 

5 4 Te Hemingford rd, Barnsbury. July 1. Buchanan and 
ogers, 

Noakes, JAMES, Sussex, Gent. June 26. Phillips and Cheesman, 

Pe. om Jou THOMSON, Guildford, Surrey, Esq. July 1. Gregory and Co, 

» FREDERICK, Jeffreys rd, Clapham, Gent. J 1. Withall 
ee De 5) uly and Co, Gt 


George st, 
PHAYRE, Sir ARTHUR PURVES, , Bray, Wicklow, Ireland, a Li t-G al 


Fawcett. New Broad st 
Dulwich, Esq. June 21. John- 











May 31. Miller and Co, Copthall 
ee Hastings, Dein Pierwarden. June 22. Meadows ani 
ce) 
PorTER, many Sefton ~ y= erpoal, June 25. Jones and Co, Li 
Hy pl July Powell and Burt, St Swi er, 


PRICE, ANNA Maria, 

Ppeceae my Man, Loagdon, aU} pton on Severn, Worcester. June 20. Gem and 
‘o, B 

Ree, Guonas, High W Wycombe, Buckingham, Gent. July 1. Parker and 

Hig combe 

Rooke, Mary STEENDALE, Keswick, Crosthwaite, Cumberland. July 16. Claye 
and Son, Mancheste: 

Sapet, Max, Mowbra: What de Brondesbury, Paper Agent. June 20. Wetherficld 


5-4 Stoke Newiogton. June 24. Bertram, Norfolk 


tran 

THomas, U; Norwood, Surrey, Glass Bottle Maker. J 30, oore 
i i “2 ce "= 
Ceres, Jame, Beaufort rd, Chelsea. June 22. Watson and Co, Stockton on 


Suir, Hewey Grizerr, Hove, Brighton. June 24. Webb and Burt, Argyll st, 


Regent st 
SPEARING, HENRY EDWARD, Townsville, North Queensland. June 10. Bartlett, 
Stanhope st, Regent’s aot ook 
—— , Mary, Prestwich, nr Manchester. June 30, Lawson and Coppock, 
an 


chester 
TAYLOR, AARON, Waterlooville, nr Cosham, Hants, Gent. July 7. Binsteed and 
Prior. Portsmouth 
THOMAS, BENJAMIN, Octavia st, Battersea, Gent. July1. Whittington and Co, 


Bisho; te st Without 

+_—" ALL, ELIZABETH CAROLINE, Preston next Faversham. Aug 2. Johnson, 
‘'aversham 

Teena, SEES, Peesten uous Fevermnan, Siew, Seaaae. Aug?2. John- 
son, Fave 

Visick, ARTHUR BaxTsR, Brook st, Grosvenor sq. Aug 1, Grundy and Co, 
Queen Victoria st 

ALTER, WILLIAM Hitt, Harefield. July 1. Olement-Cheese and Green, Pall 


Warts, Mary Any, Lonstiest, Poole. June 24. Trevanion and Co, Poole 
WRIGHT, GEORGE, Girtfo rd, Sandy, Bedford, Wine Merchant. June 24. Monck- 
ton and Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
(@agette, May 21.) 
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Pema, Fanaa. 6 
ore advertisement this ws 
at Groydom, at 6 p.m , Freeh 


siege 


OOKER & 
(sce qlvertivement this week, p. > 8. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
CaRvER.—June 1, at Oxton, Birkenhead, the wife of T, G. Carver, barrister-at- 
law, of ¢ a son. 


a, ot Resemn, Wi vale, Forest-hill, S.E., the wife of T. 
Turquan: ‘20h. 
LIsLE.— ay 25, at Jerm atlas of a0 of Bertram Lisle, of Alnwick, North- 
umberland, barrister-at-la' Uinw. of asa, 
MELLOWS.—May 81, at road, Peterborough, the wife of W. Mellows, 


solicitor, of a son. MARRIAGE 
WHEELER—REES.— 28, at Dover, George Brash Wheeler, of 11 Queen Vic- 
eet, SO. 5 aa eee "the late Thomas 


WILLOUGHBY.—May 29, Bator? = W.OC., Edward Carlile Willoughby, 
barrister-at-law, of 18, wi Beton agedte, 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANERUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, May 28, 1886, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bailey, | Pichon’, Penge, Lime Merchant. Croydon. Pet May 25. Ord May 25. 

Beeson, George, Mill lane, Tooley st, Potato Salesman. High Court. Pet May 

24. Ord May 24 Exam July 14 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn n fields 

Bell, George, Wallsend, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 25, Ord May 25. 
Exam June 8 at 11.30 

Bevan, William, Stockton on Tees, Builder. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 

h. Pet May 26. Ord May 26. Exam June 2 

Bowden, a. Handcock, Gt. Yarmouth, Draper. Gt. Zamment. Pet May 
26. May 26. Exam July 21 at 11 at Townhall, Gt. Yarmou 

Brennan, ~_ Eevee, no occupation. Birkenhead. Pe May 10. Ord 
May 24. Exam June 2a 

Burdon, Charles, Leeds, * Builder. Leeds. Pet May 25. Ord May 25. Exam 
June 22 at 11 

Carpenter, Robert George. Saltash, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler. East Stone- 
house. Pet May 25. Ord May 26. Exam June 25 at 11 

Py aaeee, Hamboldewhybe, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Brighton. Pet 

poh Exam June 24 at 11 

a wlish, Devon, Shoemaker. Exeter. Pet May 25. Ord May 

2%. Exam — 10 at 11 
, Samuel, Leeds, Boot Dealer. Leeds. Pet May 13. Ord May 24. Exam 

June 22 at 11 

Davies, Isaac, Neath, Manager of Iron i Neath. Pet May 26. Ord May 
26. Exam June 2 at 11 at Townhall, N ry. 4 

Desie, Thomas, Mountain Ash qt Grocer. Aberdare. Pet May 

Ord May #4. Exam June 28 at 10.30 at the Temperance Hall, Aberdare 
Davies Walter, Queen Victoria st, Tile Maker. High Court. Pet Apr 30. Ord 
Exam July 7 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

aan Mary Ann, and John crag - Douglas, Penrith, Cumberland, Saddlers. 

Carlisle. Pet May 24. Ord May 24, Exam June 7 at 11.30 at Court house, Car- 


Henry Denison, and Alfred Dattent, Great Castle st, Cavendish sq, 

Ostrich Feather Manufacturers. High C ourt. Pet May 11. Ord May 26. 
Exam July 9 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Edwards. Benjamin, Swansea, Grocer. Swansea. Pet May 26. Ord May 26. 
Exam June 23 

Farr, Arthur Richard, Brighton, Architect. Brighton. Pet May 25. Ord May 
26. Exam June 24 at 11 

Fyre. Andrew, Derby, Confectioner. Derby. Pet May 25. Ord May 25. Exam 


Findlay, John, Liverpool, Oil Merchant. Liverpool. Pet May10. Ord May 25. 
Exam June 7 at 11 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool 
leming, Edward, Halifax, Currier. Halifax. Pet y 24. Ord May 24. 
une 
Forth, Alfred Charles, Cheltenham, Colonel. Cheltenham. Pet May 25. Ord 
May 25. Exam June 29 at 12 
, William Stephen, Wigan, Insurance Agent. Wigan. Pet May 24. Ord 


May 24. Exam June 7 at 12 
French, John, Waisall, Ord May 24. Exam 
June 9 at 12 


Fruiterer. Walsall. Pet May 21. 

Gorsuch, Thomas, Liverpool, Retired Farmer. Hie C Court. Pet May5. Ord 
May 26. Fanner tae 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 

Harding, Thomas Ridout, _——— Surrey, DeRder, Guildford and Godal- 
ming. Pet May 19. Ord May Exam June 24 at 1 at Public Hall, Godal- 


eh | ria Queen Victoria st, Potato Salesman. High Court. Pet May 3. 
Ord 2%. Exam July 9 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Thomas, Wombwell, Yorks, Grocer. Barnsley. Pet May 25. Ord 
. June 24 at 11.30 
William, Penzance, Confectioner, Truro. Pet May 25. Ord May 

Hur Soba Fld denis van ccountant. High Court. Pet Apré. Ord May 26. 

urse, ’ 'e r a 
Hong 9 at 12 at 34, £3 Linco’ ta a Nerth 4 a .‘o a 

,_ Welling’ or. ampton. Pe ay 25. 
May 2%. Exam July 13 eer < F 


Sapna, Semaen, Trealaw, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet May 24. 


Ord Hizamy Jane 22 ot 8 
Jewell, ae don Vinton, Chesterton om, North Kensington, no occupation. 
High Court. Apet May 26, Ord May 26. Exam July 9 at 11.40 at 34, Lincoln’s 


“ey Evan William, Pontyrhil, nr Bridgend, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet May 24. Ord 
omen, Th Lianthalar 3 Mochnant, Denbighshire, Grocer. Newtown. Pet 
‘ocer, wn. 
May 15. Ord May 26. Exam Jone 2A 
Keen, Edwin, North Audley st, «nt A , Coach Builder. High Court. Pet 
oy B.. Os Ord May 25. Exam July’ lat 12 at 34 — inn fi fields 
Roland, East Stonehouse, Devon, Hi Herbalist. East Stonehouse. Pet May 
12. *Ord May 24. Exam June 23 at 11 
Oldbury Sarenaaine, Licensed Victualler. Oldbury. Pet 


Thomas, 
a oe hg” dar i Exam 
erates Tr meter Smith. Newcastle 
renga. _— ay oC ord May 28. quam Tame © Sati 


Korba. Pet May 24. Ord 

May 24. ge ee at2 of 

Lm, 1 Hemey, Derby, Grinder. th Pet May 17. Ord May 2%. Exam 
J. Moore, Cheapside, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet Maris, Ord May 

sas sce Sely o at 11.30 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 

h Court. Pet July 


A Eesex ct, Temple, Barrister atLaw. H 
Rn DELS iy TE T Pes 
oO _~—4 Licensed tualler. 4 
Moy © " oes une 11 at 10.30 at County Court Offi Tee Tevtenes 
house Keeper. righton. Pet May 24. 
ton, Hatter. Brighton. Pet May 2%. Ord May 2. 
, Leeds, Broker. Leeds. PetMay2#. Ord May %. 
don, N tonshire, Brickmaker. Northampton. 
Exam J cam Jay 18 


yme, Physician. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Extn June 11 at 11 at Townhall, Albion 


Pet May 25. Ord May 


Westminster, Surveyor. h Court. Pet 
Gat EBD ot b4 Limookars inn Retde 


a 


& 





ewcastle 
y2%. Ord May 2. 





oy oy Tay =e Builder. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet May 24. Ord 
6 orooster, Cork Cutter. Worcester. Pet May 25. Ord May 25, 


gmit , John, W. 
Exam June 8at 11. 

Thomas, James, ttl Pembrokeshire, Farmer. Pembroke Dock. Pet 
May 22. Ord May 22. Exam June 2 at 11.30 at Temperance Hall, Pembroke 


D 
aes. William, Dotentehe, Suffolk, Grocer. Ipswich. Pet May 25. Ord 
May Exam June li at 1 


First MEETINGS. 


Aubee, Edward, Witham, Kingston upon Wal, Boot Manufacturer. June 8 at 
Official cial Receiver, 28, Friar lane, Leices 
Bails, Charles Renjenin. Great Yarmouth, - June7 at 10. Lovewell 
Blake, South Quay, Great Yarmou 
Bell, George, Wallsend, Northumberland, Grocer. June 8 at 2.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Cosponter, Robert George, Saltash, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler. June 7 at ll. 
nkfort st. Plymouth 
a ey Edward ard Lawrence, Church rd, Richmond, Analyst. June 7 at 2. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
—_— Se pe Rumboldswhyke, Snaeen, Licensed Victualler. June 7 at 12, 
ial Receiver, 39, Bond st, Brighto: 
cumin Albert, Dawlish, Devon, Shoemaker. June 8 at 3. Official Receiver, 
13, Bedford circus, Exeter 


Opweye John James, Southwark Bridge rd, Mochinety Dealer. June 7 at 11, 
peer, bl Portugal st, Lincoln’ s inn fields 
cowley. rr bem ‘airford, Gloucestershire. Draper. June 4 at 12. Henry (, 
Receiver, Swindon, Wilts 


Davies, Thomas, Mountain Ash, Grocer. June 7 at 11. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


Davies, Thomas Harris, Cardiff, Tailor. June 5 at 11. Official Receiver, 3, 
ne mg” oy Cardiff 

Douglas, Mary Ann, and John Norman Douglas, Penrith, Cumberland, Saddlers, 
Fen une 7 at 12:20. Official Receiver, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Drummond, Mary George yard, Fenchurch st, Drug Merchant. June 4 at ll, 
Bankruptcy b! ides. Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Dresses, John Edward, Cross st, Great Sutton st, Clerkenwell. Lamp Manu- 
facturer. ‘June 9 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Edwards, Benjamin, Swansea, Grocer. June 9 at 11. Official Receiver, 6, Rut- 
land st, Swansea 

Farrant, Francis James, Pl: ypeet, | Hotel Proprietor. June 4 atii. Official 
Receiver, 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 


Feltrup, Andrew, Derby, Confectioner. Jane 4 at 3. Official Receiver, St. 
James’s chbrs, Der 
Fleming, Edward Halifax, Currier. June 4 at 11. Official Receiver, Townhall 


chbrs, 
France, William Stephen, Wigan, Insurance Agent. June 11 at 10.30. County 
Court, Henry, 
Francis, se, Ulncolas in oahice, Merchant. June 9at 11. Bankruptcy 
4) inn fi 
rea, 3 portugal iterer. _-* 9 at 12. Official Receiver, Bridge st, 


Hemel L Portugal st st, Commission Agent. June 10 atii. Bankruptcy 
bdgs, Portugal st, RET 8 inn fields 
annibal, A ifred, Dudley pl, Paddington, Boot Manufacturer. June 7 at2. 33, 
Carey st, Teta reine — » Ganntee Gaal 
Lewis, Wellingboro' Tailor. ounty Co 
orthampton —_ 


J capee, Jen ames, \ epenianr, Glamorganshire, Grocer. June 7 at12. Official Receiver, 
e 
os 8 hoe Frierne rd, East Dulwich, Brick Merchant. June 4at2. Bank- 
bdgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
mes ee East Stonehouse, Devon, — Fe June 4 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 18, Frankfort st, juymont h 
Kimpton, Frances, Hol non, Bookseller. June 9at 12. Bankruptcy bdgs, 


h 

Portugal st, Lin2oin sinn fields 

leet, 8 Denison. ker, Newcastle on e, Boilersmith. June 9 at 
Otlciat escieen ey lane, Newcastle on e 

rm Henry, Derby, Grinder. June 4at2. Official Receiver, St. James’s chbrs, 


Derby 
,Gordon Prince’s gate. June 7 at 12. Bankruptcy bdgs, 


June 7 at 4. 


Launen, Lord a 


Portugal st, Lin ’s inn fields 
Marsden, ce ay Leeds, Confectioneer. June 7 at 11. St Andrew’s chbrs, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
Met h, James Samuel Gordon, Goldsmith bdgs, Temple, Barrister at Law. 
June 7 at 11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 


s, George, Yarmouth, Merchant. Tune 7 at 10.30, Lovewell Blake, 
South Quay, Great Yarmouth 


Newten, W William Henry, Leeds, Broker. June 7 at 3, St Andrew’s chbrs, 2, 
ark row, Leeds 
Nore. Abraham, and Joseph North, Leeds, Teazle Merchants. June 7 at 11.90. 
fficial Receiver, St Andnew 8 chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds 
quake, Lewis, Wyndham rd, Camberwell, Draper. June4ati2. Bankruptcy 
ae Portugal st st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Luke Jesson Sharp, 


Thomas, Birmingham, Artist. June 8 at 11. 

Receiver, B: Birmingham 

Ponte, Philip steer hits Shae ean Licensed Victualler’s Manager. June 15 at3, 
ty! pamey Le chbrs, Shrewsbury 

pad, Henry Ciarke, Dewsbury, Chemist, June 4at 3. Official Receiver, Bank 


chbrs, Batley 
faa Station terr, Kew Bridge, Watchmaker. June7 at tl. 
7) 

Pearce, Ramsgate. June 5at 12, Bankruptcy bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


Rice, Times Newspaper Office, Printer. June 7 at 12. 33, Carey sh 


Lincoln’s inn fields 
Vitae eremiah, and Hannah Ric’ West Bromwich, Licensed 
Victuallers. June 21 at 10,45. ut House, Oldbury 
Ricket a Pare Half Hoon ccadilly, June 4 at42, Bankruptcy bldgs, 
ortugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Robbins, John, West Baten. - TOT Brickmaker. June 8 at 4 


Court, 
Robinson, Goores, Basing! ist, Commercial Traveller. June 4at11. 33, Uarey 
coln’s 
ibson, H. , Jarrow, Durham, Provision Dealer. June 7 at 11. Official Re 
ceiver, Pink . Newcastle on ‘Tyne 1 
, Arthur , Beech Cliffe, nr Newcastle under Lyme, Physician. June 
ati2. Official ver, Newcastle under Lyme 
Rudall, George, ae Devon, Boot Dealer. ae | une 8 at 3.30. Official Receivers 
18, Bedford xeter 
Satchwell, Thomas, Auctioneer. June7 at 11, Bankruptcy bide% 
Portug: hay inn fields 4 
peton, Beds, Plumber. Junc8 at ii. 8, St Paul's # 





43 gBnk Eee eroe ll. 


Hob! 
am 








BS 6. 


124. Ord 
1 May 25, 


ck. Pet 
embroke 


25. Ord 








Fune 8 at 
Lovewell 
ficial Re. 
1e 7 at il. 
at 2. 33, 
> 7 at 12, 
Receiver, 
7 at 11, 
fenry (, 
Merthyr 
ceiver, 3, 
Saddlers, 
4 at ll, 
elds 
, 6, Rut- 
Official 
iver, St. 
Cownhall 
County 
nkruptcy 
ridge st, 
nkruptey 
at2. 33, 
r Court, 
Receiver, 
. Bank- 
Official 
tcy bdgs, 
une 9 at 
’s chbrs, 
cy bdgs, 
’s chbrs, 
at Law. 
ll Blake, 
shbrs, 22 
' at 11.30, 
\kruptey 
n Sharp, 
e 15 at 3, 
sr, Bank 
97 at il. 


oln’s inn 
larey St, 


uicensed 
yy bidgs, 
> 8 at 4 
33, Uarey 
ficial Re- 
, June? 
receiver, 
y bidgs, 
aul’s 8 
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=. iin  Sorteeten. June 8 at 11.30. Official Receiver, 

onions 9. ‘anchester 

oWilliam, W pie ot, Mand Surgeon. June2i at 10.15. Court House, Old- 

Smea a James, Wombwell, nr pomnelny, Boot Dealer. June 5 at 11.30. Official 
lane, Sheffield 


Smith, J John, Wesco Cork Cutter. June 8 at 11. Official Receiver, Worcester 
Thomas. James, Manorbier, Pembrokeshire, Farmer. June 9 at12. Temperance 


Hail, Pema 
Thompson, came Sesesiials, Suffolk, Grocer. June 8 at 12.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, 2 aulen st, Ips 
Wright, William seen may —d sL Veterinary Surgeon. June 4 at 11.30. 
WB Whall, Market sq, King’s Lynn” 
The following amended notice is eohettn ie’ on that published in the 
London Gazette of May 


me! teen, Kettering, Pastrycook. June 2 a 11. County Court, North- 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Lemmon, Eastbourne, out of business. Lewes and Eastbourne. 


, William 
Beta Apr5. Ord 
—— Andrew, \ Tailor. Nottingham. Pet May 10. Ord 


Bowden, ‘William Handoock, Great Yarmouth, Draper. Great Yarmouth. Pet 


May 
Barden, Charles, a Builder, Leeds. Pet May 25. Ord May 25 
Cox, s J cha, aomapien, Nottingham, out of business. Nottingham. Pet May 1. 


omy, Henry, Fi Finborough rd, Earl’s ct, no occupation. High Court. Pet Mar 


Crossley, Wemmest, Leeds, Boot Dealer. Leeds. Pet May 13. Ord May 26 
Davies, ay ed Simeon, Nottingham, Yarn Agent. Nottingham. Pet May 19. 


Ord May 24 
Davi eS, Thomas, Mountain Ash, Grocer. Aberdare. Pet May 21. Ord 


Dat, To = Henry, Ravensthorpe, York, Draper. Dewsbury. Pet May 14. Ord 
ay 


Evans, David, Llanfihangel Rhosycorn, Carmarthenshire, Timber Merchant. 
Carmarthen. Pet Apr28. Ord May 24 

Feltrup, Andrew, Derby, Confectioner. Rw - Pet May 25. Ord ll 

French, John, Walsall, terer. Wal Pet May 24. Ord May 

George, John, Waverbridge, nur Bh noma Gent. Carlisle. Pet ‘ant 20. Ord 


Gilchrist, Ord May 20 Atlantic rd, Brixton, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet 
olla 5 ae, jun., Siecttingley, Yorks, out of business. Sheffield. Pet May 3. 
eae thomas W. Od Me Lewis, Pontypridd, Veterinary Surgeon. Pontypridd. 


Pet May i. 
‘wood, Thomas, ond Harry Darwin, Elland, Yorks, (tas Engineers. Halifax. 

Pet May 19. Ord May 25 
Hunt, Robert, Charles st, St James’s, Gent. High Court. Bet Oct 27. Ord 


Vy 25 
Hustwait, Lewis, Wellingborough, Tailor. Northampton. Pet May 25. Ord 


Jones, Evan William, Pontyrhil, nr Bridgend, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet May 24. 

a 
nPothiay 24 | Gidbary, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler. Oldbury. 
et Ma Ord M. 
ig + Cambridge rd, Kilburn, Jeweller. High Court. Pet May 6. 


2 Fohert, Sumner rd, Camberwell, Dairyman. Iligh Court. 

- ~_ 9 A aaa » 2 Lancashire, Chemist. Bolton. Pet May 21. 

Howton, Wiliam Henry, Leeds, Broker. Leeds. Pet May 24. Ord May 

Pappa, D. G., Upper George st, Bryanstone sq, Gent. High Court. Pat Fes a 
2 Wa George, Wrotham, Kent, Farmer. Maidstone. Pet May 6. 

—s “Jooathan Edwin, West Bromwich, Greengrocer. Oldbury. Pet 

Ond ttar eee” Moy cabert, Bere Regis, Dorset, Grocer. Poole. Pet May 5. 


Ord 
Schumecher. Bernard, and Julius Gustavus ante, Fenchurch st, Rice Mer- 
chants. High Court. Pet Apr7. Ord May 25 
Shennan, Jobn, Carlisle, Engineer. Carlisle. fet May 21. Ord May 
Stevens, ‘Henry, Hambvrough rd, Southall, Brickmaker. Windsor” Pet Apr 8. 
ay 
7" William, Botesdale, Suffolk, Grocer. Ipswich. Pet May 25. Ord 
White, Re ~ Eaiesowe, Worcestershire, Fruiterer. Stourbridge. Pet 
May %0. Ord May 


Pierson, 
Ord May 


TUESDAY, June 1, 1886, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atwood, Edgar, Aberystwith, Costigvastiioe, Solicitor. Aberystwith. Pet May 
rd May 27. Exam June 11 at 1.30 
Baker, Peter, Marmont rd, Peckham, Baker. Lay Court. Pet May 28. Ord 
May 28. Exam July 7 at 11.80 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 

Baker. Will Goodwin, Longton, Staffordshire, Anetioncer Stoke upon Trent 
and Longton. Pet May 26. Ord May 26. Exam June 1 

Bown, —- Notting , Grocer. Nottingham. Pet May 27. Ord May 27. 

xam June 

Cheeseman, William Stookley, oemieeee, out of business. Brentford. Pet May 
27. Ord May 27. Exam July 6 at 2 

Cohen, Isaac, + mapas Totaccouist. Manchester. Pet May 27. Ord May 27. 

Pe Jed. High Felli Durh D N Tyn 
overdale, sadn a ‘elling, Durham, Dra ewcastle on e. Pet 

7% ty Exam June 10 at 11,30 _ 
Dare es , St Mary ev Devon, Carpenter. Exeter. Pet May 28. Ord 
Davies 


xam June 10 at 11 
Ord May 
Exam June 2 a 


ty pugnien, Grocer. Birkenhead. Pet May 21. 
Davis, Levi, Rushall, # Staffordshire, Grocer. Walsall. Pet May 27. Ord May 27. 
Exam June 22 at 3 
Dawson, William, Stockport, Machinist. Stockport. Pet May 25. Ord May 25. 


Exam June ag at 1 

ermont, oatham, nr Fodoor, Butcher. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 

come, eel Bei Xin word comm 1 Btockto Tees and Middl 

ickenson, ‘oatham ~ sad gen m on Tees an es- 

borough. BPM May 25. Ord May 25. Exam June 2 

Dobson, Edwin, Workin , Milliner’s Assistant, Cockermouth and Working- 
pt Pet M May 26. Ord May 27. Exam June 14 at 8.40 at Court house, Cocker- 


o_o 











nr Leeds, Mill Furnisher. Leeds. Pet 29. 
ie oe: bh mn bin = 


ar Pulham 8: Mery Magialen, Norfolk, Farmer. Ipswich. 
Fee yy 28. Exam June il & 11 o 


Pet May 
West oa Beene, Staffordshire, Baker. Oldbury. Pet May 
28, Ord May 28. Exam June 
Hall, Thomas, Schatten Wiieavaaiasl Leicester. Pet May 11. Ord May 2s. 
Exam June 9 at 10 
Johnson, J. and Thomas Atherton Johnson, Huyton, Lancashire, Printers. 
Liv i a 2 26. Ord May 27. Exam June 10 at 11 at Court house, 
nah er rapes oh ictoria st, Liverpool 
Eins. Ste ce unknown, Builder. High Court. Pet Apr29. Ord May 
ty St 1.30830 Lincoln's inn felds 
sige 


est Melton, Yorks, Engineer. Sheffield. Pet May 
Morrod, Th on Tyne, 
Ord May 29. gina, Newoaste on Ty 


Rag tar) 
Gilder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 29. 
Baylor, Joseph, d William Beasley, Li Cabinet Makers. Liverpool. 
Pet Ma ord May 2. Exam June 10 11 at Court house, Government 
Petey etorie et, Liverpool 
Olivier, Henry J hh, and Samuel Percy Wilkinson, Old st, st, Bag Manufacturers. 
pee youre Pet May 27. Ord May 28. Exam July 1 at 12.30 at 34, Lincoln’s 


Orton, hy Atherstone, Warwickshire, Coachbuilder. Birmingham. Pet 
May 28. Ord May 28. Exam June 28 at 2 

P Charles, Fenny Stratf: Bu Grocer. N ton. Pet 27. 
Ste ies, yee ‘ord, cks, orthamp May 


Pearson, Darby Ed, out of business. Dudley. Pet May 14. Ord May 
Philli Edcqund, Willenhall Staffs, Stamper. Wolverhampton. Pet May 27. 
port May 2. F 1, SSR Assistant. Brighton. Pet May 2%. 
's 
pone "Gam Jung 2tat it Foca. Stoke upon Trent and Long. 
's an - 
ton. Pet May 27. Ord May 28. Exam June 
Richardson, Builder. eee on Tyne. Pet May 12. 


William, Gateshead, 

Ord May 27. Exam’ June 10 at 11 

Rose, Abraham, Minories. Hat Manufacturer. Court. Pet Apr 30. Ord 
en ew eee peak elds 

Workin; and Workington. 


May 27. 
a , Thomas Ben, Cockermouth 
y 26. Ord May 27 s Fone Sf ab £.40. 06 Count House, Gockanaioeahs 
Court. Pet 


Peon ac Dudley Perrott, Lombard st, Financial t. 
oiler, 4, on Leakeuhall ~~ Dae pisulior High Court Pet May 3. Ord May 27 
Exam July 6at 12 at 34, Lincoln’s inn faite " ‘ 
Turner, Elizabeth Sarah, Falmouth, Grocer. Truro. Pet May 28. Ord May 28. 
Exam June 17 at 11 
> oo Thomas Downi: en Riots, Derbyshire, Chemist. Chester- 


Wild 

field. yA Ord 28. Same var § 

Wiikinson, Hear = ey eae, enhead, Coal Dealer. Birkenhead. Pet May 2%. Ord 
une 9 a 


Wintel < pane Bradford, Watchmaker. Bradford. Pet May 29. Ord May 29. 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Joseph Robert, Commission t. Court. Re- 
Ro Te 27. Silene “ oo. ae 





Friest MEETINGS. 


Baker, William Goodwin, Longton, Auctioneer. June 8 at 3.20. Official Receiver 
Newcastle under Lyme 
Burdon, Charles, Leeds, Builder. June § at 11. St. Andrew’s chbrs, 22, Park 


Cohen, I: Manchester, Tobacconist. June Sat3. Official Receiver, Ogden’s 
chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Coverdale, Thi Low Durham, Draper. June 11 at 10,30. Official 


omas, Felling, 
Receiver, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Davey, George, St. Ma Cad, Dew Carpenter. June 10at10. Official Re- 
poeivet 13, Bedford ford sigs, Bx a 
es. Isaac, N —\-—- Foundry. June9 at 2.30. Castle Hotel, 
Death 
Davis, Le’ r Rushall, Staffordshire, Grocer. June 10 at 10. Official Receiver, 
Bridge se’ Walea 
Dawson, Wil) Machinist. June 18 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 
County chbrs, itockport 


Dermont, Isaac, C cee lla ne ro Yorks, Butcher. June8 at 11.30. Official 
Be sng Tao + ages Middlesboroug h 


am, Yorks, Railway Agent. June § at 11. Official Re- 


row, Leeds 


teaver ‘Albert rd Piidilesberctel 
win, Wi Workington, Cumberiand, Milliner’s Assistant. June 10 at 12, 
cial Receiver, 67, Duke st, Whitehaven 
Fearon veayear, Pye 0. 2iey Magdelen, Norfolk, Farmer. June 9 at 


George, 
Meapie Hotel, Harlesto' 
fred Charles, Cheltenham, Colonel. JuneSati0. County court, Chel- 


Furniss, Charles Strong, Liverpool, Broker’s Salesman. June 11 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

ty ey Oe Wombwell, Yorks, Grocer. June 9 at 10. Official Re- 
faahagy ny Bareeey 

Hogg, Geo bt earn Watchmaker. Jute 9 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 109, 4 tty st, 

Huntingdon, William, Saaamen Gah Confectioner. JuneS ati2. Official Receiver, 
Boscawen st, Truro oa 

Jones, Thomas, Llanrhaiadr yn Mochnant, Denbighshire, Grocer. J Q 
Official Receiver, Lianidloes te ta 

Knight, Frederick William, Lower Addiscombe 1d. Cro: Ironmonger. 
10at12. Official Receiver, (9, Victoria st, EAR ad ome 


M o, He John, Aberga Mon, Licensed Victuall J 
i cial Receiver, Me venby, er. June 9 at 3, 
yy Gilder. June 12 at 10.90. Official Re 


Morrod, Thomas, Newoas 
Naylor, J and Williem Li Cabinet Makers. J 
eplor. Froeph. wey verpool, une It at 3, 


Forth, Al 
tenham 


ceiver, Pink lane, vaece 3 
eceiver, 35, Victoria 


Oxley, Ransome, Sudbury, Dentist. June 8 at 4. Auction Mart, Tokenhouse 


Cherie, Fong Stratford, Buckinghamshire, Grocer. June 10 at 4. 


iD 
Phil Rasnena, Wil'enhall. Staffordshire, Stam June t 
aioe B r, St. Peter’s close, Wolverhampton _ eae 
Pursell, Le mt A Longton, Potter’s Printer. June 10 at 3.90. Official Receiver, 
Newcastle under 
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= William, Gateshead, Builder. June 10 at 2.30. Official Receiver, | Shott, William, Manchester, Bookseller. Manchester. Pet May 25. Ord May 
Pink Jane, Newcastle on Tyne | Smith, John, Worcester, Cork Ou Cutter. Worcester. Pet May 25. os ee ay 25 

Roxby, Thomas Bell, Falcon a Workington, Coal Agent. June 10at2. Official | Stares, James, Southsea, Grocer. Portsmouth. Pet May7. Ord May 
Receiver, 67, Duke st, Whitehaven | Strong, Robert Dundas, Coen rd, Shepherd's Bush, no ca High 
Stanwa , John, Birkenhead, Greengrocer. June 9 at 2. Official Receiver, 48, Court. Pet Apr2i. Ord May 
ton eq, Birkenhead Tomkins, William Henry. Weuless, Newspaper Proprietor. Newport and Ryde, 
il jomas Downing. Whittington Moor, Derbyshire, Chemist. June | Pet May 21. Ord May 
10a ” Angel Hotel, Chesterfield Wallace, John, potion db Marble Mason. Liverpool. Pet Apr2t. Ord May 27 
| Watson. 1 — J ohnson, Jewin st, Costume Maker. High Court. Pet Apr 20, 
The foll Amended Noti bstitnted for th blished i v 
Raita, the pit ome BE tte of ler + ah 9 iene | White, & Henry, Sutterton, Lincolnshire, Shopkeeper. Boston. Pet May3. Ord 
Davies, Harry Simeon, Nottingham, Yarn pad. y oe at 12. Official Re- | ‘Wildscose Cee : 
" owning, Whittington Moor, Derbyshire, Chemist, 
ceiver, 1, High pavement, Nottingham Chesterfield. Pet May 27. Ord May 28 0 ; 
Wilson. William, Maryport, Cumberland, Ironmonger. Cockermouth and 
The following amended notice is substituted yo ‘aa published in the | Workington. Pet May 12. Ord May 28 
London Gazette of May | Wright James, Castleford, Yorks, Glass Bottle Maker. Wakefield. Pet May 14 
From. J ohn, Walsall, Fruiterer. June 7 at 11.80. ye Te. Receiver, Bridge st, | Ord May 29 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
ADJUDICATIONS. | Duggan, Joseph, Liverpool, Model Lodging-house Keeper. Liverpool. Adjud 
Asueed, Bim reer _suengenuem, Cardiganshire, Solicitor. Aberystwith. PetMay DecS, Annul May 28 


Baker. Willies | Longton, Auctioneer, Stoke upon Trentand Longton. | 
Pet May 26. Ord May 26 j 
Bevan, Wilton, yy pag — Builder. Stockton on Tees and Middles- h : : a—T, 96 C P 
boroug! e' a , oe ay 27 17 inti —_ «; Countr 
Cock. David, Roche, Cornwall, Clay Merchant. Truro. Pet Jan 2. Ora | 7 gap pa ea Pana oye . om rv . an - , 
y 2 | 8.5 Wi e REKLY KLLEPORTER, 8. ayment tn advance includes 
Cohen. Isaac, Cheetham, Manchester, Tobacconist. Manchester. Pet May 27. | . : % 
a Sk Mery Uhurch, D e CR Ba Ea | Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumcs 
vi es » shure! evon, Carpenter. xeter. Pe a . Ord | 
—. : J bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 








Bn ord Isaac, Coatham, nr Redcar, Butcher. Stockton on Tees and Middles- | 


borough. Pet May 27. ‘Ord May 27 Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
eee Me Ord Mee ee Stockton on Tees and Middles- | in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Dobson, Isabella, Fenwick, nr Ppeestrcham, Northumberland, Farmer. New- Publisher. 


castle on Tyne. Pet May 15. Ord May 29 | 
Farrant, Francis James, Plymouth, Hotel Proprietor. East Stonehouse. Pet | 
May 5. Ord May 29 | 
pate a Witley, Surrey, Gent. Guildford and Godalming. Pet Mar 15. | 


Fox, Robert Charles, Cirencester, Haulier. Swindon. Pet May 12. Ord May 27 CONTENTS. 
Gillam, Thomas, Ludlow, Sa'op, Grocer. Leominster. Pet May 22. Ord | 


May 27 
Gillard, Samuel, Crediton, Baker. Exeter. Pet Avr15. Ord May 28 
Graham, Thomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. Newcastleon Tyne. Pet May 











12, Ord May 27 CURRENT TOPICS -ccces scoccecesesees Blt Payne Vv. Tanner ...se.-cseeesees 516 
Hadirgham, Wiliam Edward, Mellis, Suffulk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet Apr 29. | THE REPORT OF THE ComaarrreE ON = Tillett, Field v. Lydall . 5 
Ord May 26 CHANCERY BUSINESS --..... ----- 513 | lie Woodgate ..... 






Hughes v. Little So 


Hemingwey, Thomas, Wombwell. Grocer. Barnsley. Pet May 25. Ord May 23 COVENANTS FOR PAYMENT AND THE B14 or Fecediaa diy ag: ROR hag 


inton, po Lloyd. Welshampton, Salop, Cattle Dealer. Shrewsbury. Pet | _, Bilis or SALE Act, _ 
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nig Mortar’ Bc Bow rd, Mile End, Publican’s Manager. High Court. Pet | Reviews . see Re Henry Thomas B Barber «+ ++. Sif 
James, James, Trealaw. Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet May 24. | = ae See ie “Gzoydon County ‘Court, he 
* John, an ig, Thomas Atherton Johnson, Huyton, Lancashire, Printers. | Loughborough Highway Board 55 Tae GmaNceny ‘Cuaicssns Cox- 

Sagen Mary Ann, Chapel rd, Ealing, Widow. Brentford. Pet Mar 22. Ord Wespeen Subarieg ond Netting F wa Resigteger 1 Sees Se = 
RR Richard d Charles, Barrow i ia] Furness, Tailor. Ulverston and Barrow in ake: Harareaves ant Thowpson.. - Goust Plrmas---: : Pe sense : ‘ oo om 
— Edwin. Ronn orcad st, Greevence sq. Coach Builder. High Court. Pet | Re | Barb er, Burgess Vv. Vinni- pa pny Bd Ng aeaeom “7 a 
Kiley, Roland. East Samshowss, Devon, Herbalist. East Stonehouse. Pet May | | Pe ee 
King. Horace, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Watchmaker. Kiog’s Lynn. Pet Apr 28. | —__—— ~--- ane 
mt dy Ferdinand Otto, West Melton, Yorks, Engineer. Sheffield. Pet | . - 
Morena. Henry Solin, Shenpuvenn, tinal Vlada Gite, taken The Editor does not hold himself responsible for the return of rejected commust 
26. Ord May 27 | cations. 
as een) ee nn eee “eee ere | *,* The Publisher requests that early application should be made by person® 


play 2 Henry Clarke, Dewsbury, Chemist. Dewsbury. Fet May 20. Ord desirous of obtaining back numbers of the Soticrrors’ JovaNnal, as only a snoll 


eney. Harry George, a terr, Kew Bridge, Watchmaker. Brentford. | y.nbey of copies remain on hand 
a 


y 18. Ord May 
r.. hian, Thomas. &t Sidiaiien High Court. Pet Apr 28. Ord May 28 | ; —_— - +2 9 ” 
Prior, John, Poughill, ‘Doven, feakeeper’ Hineter. Pet ine 10 Ord May 93 | All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal must te 
S r Ss - _ 
5 ag al Potter’s Presser. Stoke upon Trent and Longton. authenticated by the name of the writer. 
Reay, Thomas, Bevegetie on Tyne, Commission Agent. Newcastle on Tyne. ere » : 
Pet May 14. Ord May s ; Notices ro CoRRESPONDENTS.—.A1! communications intended for publication 


eon. William, Gateshead, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet May 12. | 5, ¢x¢ Soxicrtors’ JouRNAL must be authenticated by the name and address of 


7 ~~ oe John, Kempston, Beds, Plumber. Bedford. Pet Apr 30. Ord | gt, soviter. 








=< e| same, | UNTEARABLE LETTOR 


jorporat f 
Bein, hout s' ', Spice, or other admixture, it suite Judicial Bench, © = 


- pal ony keeps for or years in all climates, and is four 

imes strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED ; 

ria storch, Ac., and ix szsiirY cuzarée than such | ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARR ISTER 
ixtures. 


Made instaniareo.sly witu .~iling water, a teaspoonful SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

w 8 Breakfas! Cup, costing less than a half; penny. 
Cocoatims 1 La Vamittx is the most delicate, digestible, Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when and Clerks of the Peace, 


} 
as 
ie ine at 1608, “for be 6be te chemists ana | CORPORPTION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS | WODDERSPOON & CO, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Bole Proprietor, USTABLISHED 1600, | 7, SERLE STREET, axp 1, PORTUGAL STREET 


Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 
THE COPYING BOOK FOR THE PROFESSION 

Prick List uPON APPLICATION. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Qualit; ’ | 
with the excess of fat extracted. @ ’ ROBE §, COPY| NG BOOKS 
The Facul poeemnes it “* the most nutritious 
ane Mg my fe ererage 2 Breakfen, Lanchesn, or ” | eels Mi had aenteee the Gis we Go 
pper, valuable for Invalids and ildren.”” lor, th 6 0 ? 
High! commended by the entire Medical Press, To Majesty the neel: - 5 Pow Bt aa | HOWARD'S PATENT. 
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